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JOHN SHAW, 
STOCK AND SHARE DEALER. 


HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 

165, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, 8.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 
8, Haymarket, 8.W. 

174, Victoria-street, 5.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 
Joun Suaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
-" PA Monthly Investment List. 
“i a Highest and Lowest for past 5 yeare. 
Traffic Book. 
Any of the above will be sent free by post on application. 


” ” 


New EpImrioNs READY EARLY IN JANUARY FoR 1893. 


s — 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 


10, 


FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


TOTAL ASSETS, £2,588,000. 





TRUSTEES. 


The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY, The Lord Chancellor. 
The Right Hon. Lord COLERIDGE, The Lord Chief Justice. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 

Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L 

FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 

WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir witt be seen from the notice printed in another column 
that the large number of eighty-three actions is to be transferred 
to the Queen’s Bench Division from the lists of the five Chancery 
judges. This transfer, together with that which is to be made 
to Mr. Justice Wricut, ought to afford a sufficient relief to the 
Chancery judges, so that suitors may not be delayed in the 
hearing of their actions. Whether the suitors in the trans- 
ferred actions will be benefited depends on the place in the 
Queen’s Bench list which the transferred actions will take, 


Sruyvcz the aunouncement that a considerable transfer of 
actions from the Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench 
Division is to take place, an opinion has been very generally 
entertained that the Government have no intention at present of 
adopting the recommendation of the Council of Judges urging 
the necessity for the appointment of another chancery judge. 
Naturally it would occur to anyone, who was informed that many 
actions which, in fact, should be instituted in the Queen’s Bench 
Division are marked for the Chancery Division, to inquire 
whether there is any FRR, reason for this choice, and, if so, 
what that reason is. It can hardly be the expectation of a more 
speedy hearing, for experience shews that no such expectation is 
warranted by circumstances. On the other hand, from the fact 
rtion of the legal year most of the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division are away on circuit, it may be thought 
more rg pg ter to accept the slow but steady working off of 
the list of a chancery Judge, combined with the knowledge of 
the case being set down before, and assigned to, a particular 
judge. Thus there is less of uncertainty in ‘the Chancery 
Division when a case is coming into the daily cause list, and less 
necessity to be anxious in watching the lists of several courts, 
not knowing what judge will try the action or whether the 
counsel retained will be available when wanted. Whatever the 
reason may be, we have the fact that Queen’s Bench actions are 
often instituted in the Chancery Division. 





Tue Serrizp Lanp Act, 1890, provides (section 16, sub-sec- 
tion (ii.) ) that 

‘* The persons (if any) who are for the time being under the settlement 
trustees with future J en of sale, or under a future trust for sale, of the 
land to be sold, or with power of consent to or approval of the exercise of 


such a future power of sale, and whether the power or trust takes effect in 
all events or not,’’ 


are to be trustees of the settlement for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, if there are no trustees of the 


7 





settlement within the Act of 1882. A form of will which is not 
at all unusual contains a general devise to “‘A., B., and C., 
hereinafter called my trustees,” on trust for A. for life, and 
after his death “ my trustees” are to hold the land on trust for 
sale. Then the question arises, Is A. during his own life one of 
the trustees of the will for the purposes of the Settled Land 
Acts, or, in other words, is A. one of the persons who can 
on a sale give a receipt for the purchase-money? The answer 
to this question depends upon the construction to be put upon 
the section already cited—in other words, Who are meant by the 

ns who are trustees with future power of sale? Do they 
include A., or do they not? There appears to be a manifest 
absurdity in saying that A. is a trustee with a power which can 
never be exercised by him. A man cannot exercise a power 
which is not to be exercised till after his death. These con- 
siderations shew that in the case supposed A. is not one of the 
trustees for the purposes of the Acts, and we are indebted to a 
learned correspondent for informing us that Mr. Justice Currry 
has recently in chambers taken this view of the provision in 
question. 





Tue case of Jay v. Johnson, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 8th inst. (reported elsewhere), decided that leave will not 
be given to issue execution on a judgment more than twelve 
years old. The question arose on the construction of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 57), section 8 of 
which enacts that ‘‘no action, suit, or other proceeding shall 
be brought to recover any sum of money secured by any mort- 
gage, judgment, or lien, or otherwise charged upon or payable 
out of any land or rent, at law or in equity, or any legacy, but 
within twelve years next after a present right to receive the 
same shall have accrued to some person capable of giving a 
discharge for, or release of, the same,” &c. In the year 1878 
the plaintiff in‘ the action recovered a judgment on a covenant 
in a mortgage deed against the defendant in the action, but no 
execution had ever been issued on this judgment ; accordingly, 
a summons had now been taken out by the executor of the 
plaintiff under ord. 17, r. 4, and ord. 42, r. 23, for leave to 

on proceedings and issue execution against the executor 
of the defendant. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiff in 
the summons that, as a sum of money secured by a judgment 
is no longer a charge on land until the land is actually 
delivered in execution, the judgment debt in this case was not 
within the contemplation of section 8 of the Real Property 
Limitation Act, not being a sum of money charged on or pay- 
able out of land or rent. But the court held, on the authority 
of Watson v. Birch (15 Sim. 523) and Henry v. Smith (2 Dr. & 
War. 391), that “judgment” included judgments which were 
merely personal, and was not restricted in its sense to such 
judgments as were charged on land or rent. This being the 
law, the question arises, What is a judgment creditor to do who, 
through the insolvency of his debtor, is unable to obtain 
satisfaction of his judgment within the twelve years? At 
common law, if a judgment creditor did not issue execution 
within a year and a day after entering judgment, he was 
obliged to bring an action of debt on the judgment (see Wms. 
Saund., vol. 2, notes to Jeffreson v. Morton). This proving a 
cumbrous proceeding, the Statute of Westminster II. enacted 
that a judgment creditor should be at liberty to sue out a 
writ of scire facias, and thereby revive the judgment; and on 
the passing of this enactment the action of debt on a judgment 
fell into disrepute, the plaintiff in such an action being deprived 
of his costs by 43 Geo. 3, c. 46, s. 4, unless he could shew good 
cause for proceeding in this way rather than by the simpler 
method of scire facias. 





Ur ro the passing of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, it appears that this 
remedy by scire facias was open to a judgment creditor at any 
= of time up to twenty years after judgment, and even 
onger if he could prove conclusively (see Grenfell vy. Girdlestone, 
2 Y. & C. 662) that the debt had not been paid. After twenty 
ears, however, there was a very strong presumption that the 
debt had been paid, and in the absence of conclusive evidence to 
the contrary the judge would direct the jury to find the issue of 


payment in favour of the defendant (see White v. Parnther, 1 
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evidence that the judgment debtor had been insolvent, and in the 
opinion of his friends unable to pay the debt, was held not suf- 
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ficient to rebut the presumption of payment). On the passing 
of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, the period within which a scire facias 
could be brought to revive a judgment was limited to twenty 
years on the analogy of the presumption at common law, a scire 
facias having been held to be an “ action,” and therefore within 
the terms of section 40 of that Act (see Co. Lit. 290b, 291; 
Obrian v. Ram, 3 Mod. 198; and 2 Wms. Saund., notes to 
Jeffreson v. Morton). Further enactments were passed with 
reference to the writ of scire factas by the Common Law Pro- 


‘cedure Acts, which, however, we need not dwell upon, the effect 


of the various statutes being that until the passing of the Real 
Property limitation Act, 1874, a pane creditor had twenty 
years, and after that Act twelve years, within which he 
might revive his judgment. Now, however, since R. S. C., 
po 4 17, r. 4, and ord. 42, r. 23, have been enacted (for 
the rules have the force of Acts of Parliament, repealing all 
inconsistent enactments), the scire facias may well be con- 
sidered obsolete. It is submitted, therefore, that there is now 
no statutory proceeding by which a judgment may be revived, 
or, in other words, there is no statutory remedy, apart from 
bankruptcy proceedings, for a judgment creditor who, through 
the continued insolvency of his debtor for twelve years, has not 
found it worth while to issue execution. The result appears to 
be that in such a case the judgment creditor must revert tu the 
common law as it stood before the passing of the Statute of 
Westminster II., and bring an action of debt on the judgment 
and recover judgment in this action within twelve years from 
the date of the judgment on which he sues, a curious result of 
all the enactments passed on the subject from the time of 
Edward I. to the time of the Judicature Acts. 





Ir 1s nor surprising that a firm of brewers who take 
possession of a public-house and leave the previous ogcu- 
ier in as the nominal owner of the business, though he 
is in fact only a manager for them, should be held liable, 
as in the case of Watteau v. Fenwick & Co. (reported else- 
where), recently decided by Lord Cotermnes, C.J., and WI1x1s, 
J., for goods supplied to him in the ordinary course of 
trade. In some cases, indeed, the liability of the principal 
seems to be put upon the ground that he has held the other 
party out as his agent, and this, of course, could not be so 
unless the fact of agency was known. In Smith v. HM’ Guire 
(3 H. & N. 554) Poxzock, O.B., said: ‘If a man by his conduct 
holds out another as his agent, by permitting him to act in that 
character and deal with the world as a general agent, he must 
be taken to be the general agent of the person for whom he so 
acts, and the latter is bound, though in a particular instance the 
agent may have exceeded his authority.” But here the person 
who made the contract had professed to act as agent, and the 
only question was as to the fact of agency, and the extent of 
the authority of the agent. The cases as to the liability of un- 
disclosed principals shew that it is not necessary for the principal 
actually to huld out the other party as an agent. It is sufficient 
that agency does in fact exist, the liability of the principal being 
based upon the circumstance that he has put the agent in a 
position to enter into the contract in question. In Hdmunds v. 
Bushell and Jones (L. R. 1 Q. B. 97), the authority chiefly relied on 
in the present case, Jones employed BusnEett to manage a 
business for him, the business being carried on in the name of 
“Busnett & Co.” Jonzs opened a banking account in this 
name, and Busnett had authority to draw cheques, but was 
forbidden to draw or accept bills of exchange, though it appeared 
that such drawing and accepting was incidental to the particular 
business. BusneExt accepted bills in the name of the firm, and 
it was held that Jones was liable. ‘The case,” said CocknuRn, 
C.J., “falls within the well-established principle that, if a per- 
son employs another as an agent in a character which involves 
a particular authority, he cannot by a secret reservation divest 
him of that authority.” And so Mettor, J.: “It would be very 
dangerous to hold that a person who allows an agent to act as a 
principal in carrying on a business, and invests him with an 
apparent authority to enter into contracts incidental to it, could 
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limit that authority by a secret reservation.” Hence the matter 
is based upon the mere employment of the agent rather than 
upon the holding him out as such, and the system of “tied 
houses ”’ naturally results in liability on the part of the brewers 
when the tie is so close as to reduce the publican to the position 
of a manager. 


Tue jsupement of Mr. Justice Cuirry in Re Lander and 
Bagley’s Contract (1892, 3 Ch. 41) adds a further point-—or, 
rather, a further development—to the mass of decisions 
on the question as to what are “ usual covenants” in a lease. 
On an open contract for a lease of a public-house you cannot 
insert a covenant by the lessee to reside on the premises 
and personally conduct the business. That the question of 
what is a “usual covenant” does not depend on the nature of 
the property was laid down both by Lord Tuurtow in Henderson 
v. Hay (3 Bro. C, C. 632) and by Lord Expon in Church v. 
Brown (15 Ves. 258), An agreement for a lease of a public- 
house containing no express provisions as to the covenants to be 
inserted is to be Pratt a into execution in the same manner as 
an agreement for a lease of any other kind of property ; hence, 
although every lease of a public-house may contain the covenant 
referred to, still, since it is not commonly inserted in leases of 
other houses and other property, it is not a “ usual covenant.” 
Whatever we may think of the reasonableness of this rule, it 
is well settled, and we think that the learned judge was right in 
his decision that neither the above-mentioned covena:t nor a 
covenant not to assign without consent could be inserted in the 
lease. But, although we always feel great hesitation in ques- 
tioning any decision of Mr. Justice Currry, we venture to think 
that he should hardly have accepted so absolutely as he 
did the impetuous judgment of Lord Justice James in Hodg- 
kinson v. Crowe (Li. R. 10 Ch. 622) as settling the question 
whether a proviso for re-entry on breach of covenant was 


“usual.” In that case the learned Lord Justice stigma- 
tized such a proviso as ‘“‘a most odious stipulation, : 
offensive, . . . oppressive beyond measure,” and he 


added, ‘‘it never, in my opinion, has been submitted to by 
lessees except upon a general notion that lessors are men of 
honour and liberality, and will not incur the odium which 
they would incur in the eyes of their neighbours if they 
endeavoured to enforce their strict right by insisting on a 
forfeiture of a valuable estate.” But even the Lord Justice did 
not venture to say that, asa matter of fact, a proviso for re-entry 
on breach of covenant was not at that time in practically 
universal use in leases of all kinds of property. And, whether 
that was so or not, it appears from the decision of the late 
Master of the Rolls in onphive v. Wickens (26 W. R. 491, 
7 Ch. D. 555) that “usual” means “according to the general 
practice of mankind’’; so that apparently the general practice 
at any particular time is to be the rule as to what are “usual 
covenants.’ Noone would pretend to say that at the present 
day it is not the general practice to insert a proviso for re-entry 
on breach of covenant in leases of all descriptions of property. 
But the most important point, we are disposed to think, that 
Mr. Justice Crrrry overlooked is, that since the decision in 
Hodgkinson vy. Crowe section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
has rendered Lord Justice James’s invective pointless, and has 
removed the real ground on which that case was decided. 


A percistion of some interest to a section of the general 
public was given by Sir Joun Brivcz at the Bow-street 
Police Court this week. The question was whether the 
scheme of awarding prizes to successful competitors in 
what is known as the “Missing Word Competitions” is 
a lottery within the Acts 42 Geo. 3, c. 119, s. 2, and 4 
Geo. 4, c. 60, s. 41. The first-mentioned enactment im- 
poses penalties on any person who shall “keep any office or 
place to exercise, keep open, shew, or expose to be played, 
drawn, or thrown at or in, either by dice, lots, cards, balls, or 
by numbers or figures, or by any other way, contrivance, or 
device whatsoever, any game or lottery called a Little Goe, or 
any other lottery whatsoever not authorized by Parliament.” 
And the latter statute is directed against the sale of ‘any 
ticket or tickets, chance or chances, in any lottery or lotteries, 





except such as are, or shall be, authorized by this or any other 
Act of Parliament to. be sold,” and the publishing of “any 
proposal or scheme fur the sale of any ticket or tickets, chance 
or chances, share or shares of any ticket or tickets, chance or 
chances, except such lottery or lotteries as shall be authorized as 
aforesaid.” The defendants were the proprietors and printers of 
a newspaper called Pick Me Up, and the scheme in respect of 
which the proceedings were taken was as follows :—The public 
were invited (in the issue of the paper of the 26th of November) 
to supply the missing word in the following sentence, which was 
printed at the end of an account of the accommodation at a 
workhouse or almshouse:—‘‘The better kind of paupers live 
there. They have a motive for exertion and becoming pride in 
the desire to make their little chamber neat and ——.” An 
competitor might send in as many words as he pleased, but a 
coupon cut from the newspaper, and a remittance of one shilling, 
were to accompany each word sent. The proprietor placed in 
sealed envelopes a number of words, more or less appropriate. 
One of these envelopes was drawn haphazard, and the entrance 
moneys were divided between the competitors who had sent in 
the word which had been so selected. The arguments turned 
upon the question, Is success in such a competition the result of 
chance or of skill? The learned magistrate thought the former 
was the case, and that the defendants had brought themselves 
within the provisions of the Lottery Acts; he imposed a nominal 
fine, this being, it is understood, a test proceeding, and expressed 
his willingness to state a case for the opinion of the High Court 
if called upon to do so. This case is therefore still, to some extent, 
sub judice, and we touch upon it with diffidence. It appears to 
us, however, that the decision of the magistrate is open to ques- 
tion. The process by which the right word may be arrived at 
is not entirely governed by chance; there are only a certain 
number of words which could properly fill the gap in the sen- 
tence, and a certain degree of skill—not a very high degree, we 
admit—is required for the selection of a word which will at least 
‘“‘make sense.” If once an appreciable element of skill be 
introduced the scheme is, we submit, no longer a “ distribution 
of prizes by lot or chance” (Webster’s Dictionary, sub. voc. 
‘“‘lottery”). This view is borne out by the decision of a 
divisional court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) in Reg. v. Hulton (39 
W. R. 540). In that case prizes were offered to those who 
should correctly insert on a coupon cut from a page of the 
defendant’s racing guide the names of the winning horses in six, 
five, or four named races to be run in the ensuing week, the 
particular races being chosen with a view to make the selection 
of the winners very difficult. The element of chance, as it seems 
to us, enters at least as largely into that scheme as into the 
‘Missing Word Competition,” but the court held that there 
was no lottery. We understand that in similar ‘ Missing 
Word Competitions,” as conducted by other newspapers, ono 
word only, being the word which is considered by tho 
manager of the competition to be the most appropriate, is 
selected as forming the true answer. Instead of the winning 
word being merely one selected haphazard out of a number of 
fairly appropriate words, it is the one which appears to a pre- 
sumably competent writer of language to be the right word in 
the right place. This method of conducting the competition, as 
it appears to us, is calculated to increase the element of skill, 
the object of the competitors being to emulate the critical skill 
of the person who has selected the one most appropriate word. 
This would place the persons responsible for a competition so 
conducted in a better position as regards the defence on the 
ground of “skill” than were the —— of Pick Me Up ;- 
and if this be so it appears to follow that tho case which has 
lately come before Sir Joun Bripce cannot be taken to be 
decisive of the lottery question with respect to all the “ missing 
word competitions” which are being carried on by the pro- 
prietors of different newspapers. 





Tux ansoxvre right of appeal to the Court of Appeal, without 
leave to appeal first obtained, in respect of a judgment of a 
divisional court in admiralty, altering the judgment of a county 
court judge in an admiralty action, was upheld in the case of 
The Dart (reported elsewhere). It was there contended by the 
respondents that, as leave to appeal had been refused iaythe 
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court below, no appeal would lie, because section 45 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, makes the decision of the High Court 
final with regard to appeals from the county court, except when 
leave to appeal is given. This contention, however, was not 
allowed to prevail, the Court of Appeal holding that the enact- 
ment relied upon in support of the, preliminary objection, being 
clearly inconsistent with section 10 of the County Courts Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 50), which expressly dispenses with leave 
to appeal where the judgment of the county court in an 
admiralty case has, on appeal, been altered, was not in force 
when the County Courts Act, 1888, was ery and was, there- 
fore, not revived by section 188 of that Act, which, while 
repealing the County Courts Act, 1875, expressly provides that 
such repeal shall not revive any enactment ‘‘ not in force” at the 
commencement of the repealing Act. 





RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURISDIC- 
DICTION AND PRACTICE, 
I, 


Tz cases affecting the county courts which have been deter- 
mined during the last twelve months are certainly of more than 
average number and importance. Most of them have already 
from time to time received notice in these columns. It is now, 
however, proposed, in accordance with what has for some years 
past been our custom, to consider them in the aggregate, dealing 
first with those affecting the jurisdiction of the county courts. 
Most of the cases involving county court jurisdiction concern 
what may be termed the admiralty side of those courts. But 
there are two or three cases, touching their ordinary jurisdiction, 
which claim prior attention. In Hawkins v. Rutter (40 W. R. 
238 ; 1892, 1 Q. B. 668) it was held that an action for trespass to 
land, to which the plaintiff has an undisputed possessory title, is 
not an action in which the title to any corporeal hereditament is 
in question, and is, therefore, not excluded from the jurisdiction 
of the county courts by the operation of section 56 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888. It was also held in the same case that 
a public right of navigation is not an easement within section 60 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, which ousts the jurisdiction of 
the county court, where such a right is in question, only in 
cases where the existence of a dominant and servient tenement 
is established. In Joster v. Reeves (40 W. R. 695; 1892, 
2 Q. B. 255) the jurisdiction of the county court to entertain an 
action for arrears of rent brought against a tenant who had 
quitted _— of a house which exceeded £500 in value, and 
was held by him under an executory agreement for a lease from 
his landlord, was considered. It was there held that the county 
court had no power to adjudicate upon the case, because the 
equitable doctrine relied upon by the plaintiff, namely, that a 
tenunt holding under an agreement for a lease, of which specific 
performance would be decreed, stood in the same position as if 
a lease had actually been granted, was available only where the 
court in which the action was brought had jurisdiction itself to 
decree specific performance. The case of East End Benefit 
Building Society v. Slack (60 L. J. Q. B. 359), which must here 
be noticed, was one in which the jurisdiction of the county court 
under the Debtors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 32), was invoked 
by the assignee of a judgment debt, who took out a judgment 
summons, under section 5 of that Act, in the name of 
the judgment creditor, without having previously obtained 
leave as required by ord. 25, r. 9 of the County Court 
Rules, 1889. It was held that the county court judge 
had rightly refused to hear the summons, as under the 
above circumstances, he clearly had no jurisdiction over it, 
though it would seem that, had the requirements of the 
rule above referred to been complied with by the assignee, his 
application might have been determined by the county court. 
The cases relating to the admiralty jurisdiction of the county 
courts must now be considered. In Meg. v. Judge of the City of 
London Court (40 W. R. 215; 1892, 1 Q. B. 273) it was held 
that a county court has no jurisdiction on its admiralty side to 
entertain an action in personam against a pilot for negligence. 
This decision accords with the ruling of Dr. Lusmnoron in 
The Urania (10 W. R. 97), which was followed in Zhe Alexandria 





(L. R. 3 Ad. & E, 574, 21 W. R. > 230) and in Plower v. 
Bradley (23 W.R. 74). In Turner v. Mersey Board and Harbour 
Docks (40 W. R. 535 ; 1892, P. 285) it was held that an action 
in personam by an owner of a ship against a dock company, in 
respect of damage sustained by a ship colliding with the wall 
of the defendant’s dock, is not within the jurisdiction of the 
Court of Admiralty, and, therefore, is outside that conferred 
upon the county courts by the Admiralty Jurisdiction Acts. 
The case of Pugsley v. Ropkins (40 W. R. 596; 1892, 2Q. B. 
184), which must next be noticed, is one of considerable public 
importance. It was there held that section 2 of the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 51), 
gives the county courts jurisdiction in cases of claims arising 
out of bills of lading, as well as in those arising out of charter- 

arties, and that an admiralty action by a shipowner for 
Sesiersage against the holder of a bill of lading is, therefore, 
maintainable in a county court. It was also there held that 
such an action is rightly commenced in the county court within 
the jurisdiction of which the plaintiff resides, though the 
cargo may be within the district of another, county court, and 
the vessel itself on the high seas, as it relates to the vessel, and 
not to the cargo, and is, therefore, governed, not by sub-section 
1, but by sub-section 2, of the County Courts Admiralty 
Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict.c. 71). In The Hero (40 
W. R. 143; 1891, P. 294) it was held that an action for breach 
of a charter-party was rightly brought in a county court having 
admiralty jurisdiction within the district of which the defend- 
ants, charterers of the ship, dwelt, though at the time of its 
institution the ship was not withia the jurisdiction of the court 
selected by the plaintiffs, who, moreover, did not themselves 
reside within the district of such court for admiralty purposes. 
From this case it would seem that section 74 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, enabling every action or matter within that 
Act to be commenced in the court in which the defendants, or 
one of them, dwelt at the time of commencing the action or 
matter, applies to actions instituted in a county court having 
admiralty jurisdiction, notwithstanding the special provisions 
as to such actions contained in section 21 of the County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868, which have never been 
actually repealed. 

Turning from the admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts 
to that conferred upon them in bankruptcy and by special statutes, 
there are several cases to which attention may usefully be 
called. In Ex parte Official Receiver, Re Arnold (40 W. R. 288) 
it was held that a county court judge rightly declined to exercise 
his alleged jurisdiction in bankruptcy, under the following cir- 
cumstances—namely, where an application was made to him by 
a creditor, in the name of the trustee in bankruptcy, for posses- 
sion of property alleged to form part of the bankrupt’s estate, 
after the trustee had assigned to such creditor all his right and 
interest to bring, prosecute, or carry on, either in a court of 
bankruptcy or elsewhere, any action or other proceeding to re- 
cover such property. The jurisdiction of the county courts under 
the Friendly Societies Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60) was con- 
sidered in Wilmot v. Grace (40 W. R. 350; 1892, 1 Q. B. 812). 
It was there held that an award, dissolving a friendly society, 
made by the Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies, is final and 
conclusive as regards the merits, and that a member of the 
society cannot maintain an action in the county court to set 
aside or vary such award on the ground that an insufficient sum 
has been awarded to him as his share of the funds. It would, 
moreover, we may mention, appear to be doubtful whether pro- 
ceedings may validly be taken in a county court to set aside an 
award upon grounds outside the merits, and, therefore, whether 
the Treasury Regulations, 1888, by which forms are prescribed 
for use in the county court in such proceedings, are not wltrd 
veres, The jurisdiction conferred on the county courts by the 
Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), was under consideration 
in the case of Re Noyce (40 W. R. 371; 1892, 1 Q. B. 602), 
where it was held that a vesting order as to stock standing in 
the name of a lunatic can only be made by a judge of the High 
Court exercising jurisdiction in lunacy, and that a county court 
judge has no power to make such an order. 

The derivative jurisdiction of the county courts has been the 
subject of one or two cases, recently decided, which we will 
now proceed to notice. In Burkill v. Thomas (40 W. R. 250; 
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1892, 1 Q. B. 312), it was held that an action of contract 
which, by section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, may be 
remitted by the High Court ‘to any court in which the action 
might have been commenced,” may be remitted to any county 
court in which the action might have been commenced, «whether 
with or without leave of the judge or registrar. The power 
to transfer the proceedings to the county court under the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 ‘Vict. c. 60), 
was considered in Reg. v. Judge of the Kast Stonehouse County 
Court and How (65 L. T. 730), where it was held that there 
is power under section 3 of the Act, to transfer to a county 
court proceedings in a voluntary winding up, and that, even 
assuming that the order for that purpose cannot be made by a 
chief clerk, the validity of such an order cannot be questioned 
in the county court, but only upon appeal against or on motion 
to set aside such order. In this connection it may be men- 
tioned that in the recent case of Re Laxon (40 W. R. 410) it 
was held that there is power in a High Court judge to whom 
has been assigned the exercise of jurisdiction under the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, to transfer to the High Court 
a petition which has been presented for winding up a company 
in the county court before any order has been made on the 
petition. We will conclude our notice of recent cases affecting 
the jurisdiction of the county courts with Reg. v. Judge of the 
Southampton County Court and Fisher § Co. (65 L. T. 320), in 
which it was held that when a county court judge, after hearing 
so much of a case as relates to the jurisdiction, declines to hear 
and determine it, erroneously believing that he has no jurisdic- 
tion, an order, in the nature of a mandamus, will lie to compel 
him to do.so. 








THE RULE IN SHELLEY’S CASE. 
II. 

HIeirs.—The limitation to the “heirs” or ‘heirs of the 
body” must be to the heirs or heirs of the body of the person 
who takes the estate of freehold ; a limitation to the heirs of 
one of his ancestors will not suffice (1 Prest. on Est. 322). 

Also, the “heirs” must be the heirs of the person who takes 
the prior estate of freehold, and of that person only. So that if 
the gift be to A. for life, with remainder to the heirs of the bodies 
of A. and B., where A. and B. are husband and wife or can 
marry, so that they can have a common heir of their bodies, A. 
does not take an estate tail, but it is a contingent remainder in 
tail to the heirs of the bodies (Elph. N. & C. Interpretation, 
239; 2 Jarm. on Wills, 341), 

On the other hand, if the tenant for life and the other person 
from whom the heirs are to proceed cannot marry, either be- 
cause they are of the same sex or because, if they are of dif- 
ferent sexes, they are within the prohibited de; , it is absurd 
to suppose that the ‘‘ heirs” are to be heirs of both their bodies, 
and therefore the limitation is construed to be a limitation to the 
heirs of the body of the tenant for life and the other person re- 
spectively, which confers an estate tail in one moiety on the 
tenant for life and a contingent estate tail in the heir of the 
body of the other person as purchaser. 

Of ‘course, if the limitation to the heirs depends upon a con- 
dition precedent which does not take effect, the limitation itself 
fails, and there is no case for the application of the rule (Brovk- 
man v. Smiles, L. R. 6 Ex. 294; 8. ¢., 7 Ex. 271. See the discus- 
sion in 1 Prest. on Est. 333). 

It need hardly be said that no expression of intention that the 
heirs or heirs of the body are to take by purchase (1 Hargrave 
Law Tracts, 561), or that they are to take inter se, not in the 
manner pointed out by law, but severally and successively by 
way of remainder (Zawe v. Davis, 2 Ld. Raym. 1561), or as 
tenants in common (Doe v. Smith, 7 T. R. 582; Jefeon v. Wright, 
2 Bli. I.), or that there is a power of appointment in favour of 
the heirs (Jordan v. Adams, 9 C. B. N. 8. 483), will prevent the 
rule from operating. 

“* Heirs” or “‘ heirs of the body” with superadded words of limita- 
tion.—First, if the superadded words of limitation are not at 
variance with the words “ heirs” or “heirs of the body ”—i.¢., 


the rule from operating. Thus, where the limitations were to 
the use of A. for life, with remainder to the use of the heirs male 
of his body and the heirs male of the body of such heirs male, 
it was held that A. took an estate in tail male. But, on 
the other hand, if the su ded words the course of 
descent, the ‘‘ heirs” or “heirs of the body” take by : 
see Shelley’s case (1 Rep. 95b), Doe v. Laming G Burr. 1100), 
Bayley v. Morris (4 Ves. 788), Right v. Creber (5 B. &. Cr. a0 
where the limitation in remainder was to “ the heirs of the 4 
their heirs and assi share and share alike,” and it was 

that “ heirs of the body” meant children. 

On the other hand, if thé limitation in remainder is to the 
‘‘heirs male of the body, their heirs and assigns,” with a gift 
over on the failure of male issue, or to the “‘ heirs of the bod 
and their heirs” (even with words of distribution), with a gift 
over on the failure of issue, the rule applies: Wright v. 
Pearson (Fearne C, R. 126), Nash v. Coates (3 B. & Ad. yet 
Mills v. Seward (1 Jo. & H. 733), Measure v. Gee (5 B. & Ald. 
90). 

Mr. Hawkxtns states (Hawkins on Wills, 186) that ‘upon 
the whole it is conceived that, as the rule now stands, words of 
limitation (whether general or special) will in future be held to 
have no more effect than words of distribution in excluding the 
operation of the rule.” While this opinion is probably correct, 
the point can hardly be considered to be conclusively settled. 
Indeed, it has been said, on the other hand, that where super- 
added words of limitation are distinctly inconsistent with the 
nature of the first words, as where the limitation is to the use 
of A. for life, with remainder to the use of his heirs and assigns 
and the heirs female of their bodies, the rule will be excluded : 
Shelley's case (1 Rep. 95b; see this discussed Fearne O. R. 182, 
et seq.). 

It will be observed that in all these cases the question is 
really one of interpretation—viz., whether the prior words of 
limitation can bear some secon meaning, as children or the 
like. If they do not, the second words of limitation may be 
explained as explaining merely what the testator believed to be 
the nature of the course of descent conferred by the prior 
words, 


Heirs ov heirs of the body meaning children—Of course, the 
instrument may shew unequivocally that the words “heirs” or 
‘theirs of the y”’ mean children or any other persons, or 
some specified individuals of the class of heirs, and if this be 
the case the rule cannot apply. 

This was held to be the case where the gift was “to A. and 
his heirs lawfully begotten—that is to say, to the first, second, 
and other sons successively, and the heirs of their bodies,’’ “ to 
the heirs male of the body of A., the elder of such sons and the 
heirs male of his body being preferred to the younger of such 
sons and the heirs male of their bodies, and, in default of such 
issue, to the daughters of A.” : Lowe v. Davies (2 Lord Raym. 
1561), Goodtitle v. Herring (1 East. 264); see also Fetherston v. 
Fetherston (3 Ol. & Fin. 67) and the cases cited Elph. N. & CO. 
Interp. 256. Cases have occurred in which the words heir 
male or heirs male of the body have been shewn to mean 
some of the children, owing to their being used after some of 
the children had been specifically mentioned, to stand for all the 
restof them. As, for example, where the limitations were to 
the use of A. for life, remainder to the use of his first son and 
of the heirs male of his body, witk similar limitations to tho 
use of the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth sons, remainder 
to the use of ‘‘ the right heir male of A. to be n after the 
sixth son, and of his heirs male” ( Waller v. Snow, Palm. 359) ; 
and where the limitations were to the use of E. for life, remain- 
der to the use of the first son of the body of E., with like 
limitations to the second, third, and fourth sons by distinct 
clauses in tail, with the words following after the limitation to 
the fourth son, ‘‘and so severally and respectively to every of 
the heirs male of the body of the said E., and the heirs male 
of the bodies of such heirs male according to their ages and 
seniorities,” and, for want of such issue, over: Lisle y. 

(2 Lev. 223; s. c., T. Raym. 278, 302, 315. In Jordan v. 
Adams (9 C. B. N. 8. 483) a reference to the ancestor of the 
heirs of the body as their father was argued to be sufficient to 
shew that by heirs of the body was meant children, but the 





if they do not alter the course of descent—they will not prevent 


court was equally divided. 
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“THE DART ”—No. 1, 12th December. 
Practice—ApMmaLTY—APprkAL FROM DECISION OF Divistonat Court on 
APPEAL FROM County Court—Jvupicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 
66), s. 45—County Courts Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 50), s. 10— 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 188, sun-sEcTIon 5. 


This was an appeal from a decision of a Divisional Court in Admiralty. 
The action was brought by Joseph Westwood and others against the 
owners of the sailing barge Dart on the admiralty side of the Rochester 
County Court. The county court judge gave judgment for the defend- 
ants, and the plaintiffs appealed to the Divisional Court (Sir Francis Jeune 
aud Bruce, J.), who reversed the decision of the county court judge, and 
refused to give leave to appeal. The defendants now brought this appeal 
to the Court of Appeal, when the preliminary objection was taken by the 
plaintiffs that no appeal lay. It was contended on the part of the plain- 
tiffs that an appeal was precluded by section 45 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, which enacts that the determination of an appeal from a county 
court by a divisional court shall be final unless special leave to appeal from 
the same to the Court of Appeal shall be given by the Divisional Court. 
There was a similar provis‘on as regards admiralty cases in the County 
Courts Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 71), section 29 of 
which enacted that there should be no appeal from a decree or order of the 
High Court of Admiralty made on appeal from a county court except by 
exprees permission of the judge of the High Court of Admiralty. This 
section was — by section 12 of the County Courts Act, 1875, and 
section 10 of that Act provided that, where the High Court of Admiralty 
affirmed a judgment of a county court, there should be no appeal except 
by leave, but that where the High Court of Admiralty altered a judgment 
of a county court no leave to appeal should be necessary. But the whole 
of the County Courts Act, 1875, had since been repealed by section 188 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888. There was therefore now nothing to pre- 
vent section 45 of the Judicature Act from applying to such a case as the 
present. It was contended on the part of the defendants that, inasmuch 
asthe Judicature Act, 1873, came into operation on the 1st of November, 
1875, and the County Courts Act, 1875, came into operation on the 2nd of 
November, 1875, and section 45 of the former Act was inconsistent with 
section 10 of the latter Act, it followed that section 45 of the Judicature Act 
did not apply to admiralty cases like the present ; so that, at any rate after 
the passing of the County Courts Act, 1875, section 45 of the Judicature Act 
was not an enactment in force as regarded such admiralty cases ; and section 
188 of the County Courts Act, 1888, which repealed the County Courts 
Act, 1875, provided, by sub-section 5, that the repeal should not revive 
any enactment not in force at the commencement of the Act. Therefore, 
section 45 of the Judicature Act, not being an enactment then in force so 
far as regarded such admiralty appeals, was not revived. There was no 
statutory enactment now in existence which prevented an appeal lying 
in this case. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Lopes and Kay, L.JJ.) thought that 
the contention of the defendants must prevail, and held that an appeal lay. 
The court then heard the case and ultimately dismissed the appeal.— 
CovnseL, Pyke, Q.C., and H. Stokes; Bucknill, QC., J. C. Gordon, and 
Henriques. Sorsctrons, Ingledew, Ince, § Colt, for Basset & Boucher, 
Rochester ; Lowless § Co. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at- Law. } 
Re CATHCART—No. 1, 13th December. 





MAKE ALLEGED Lunatic ray Petirioner’s Costs—Cuarcinc Oxrper— 

Lunacy Act, 1890 (53 Vict. c. 5), s. 109. 

This was an appeal from an order of Lindley, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ., 
sitting in lunacy, as to the costs of an inquiry in luuacy instituted by Mr. 
J. T. Cathcart against his wife, Mrs. Cathcart. The inquiry took place 
before a master in lunacy and a jury, and, after lasting seventeen ‘days, 
resulted in a verdict that Mrs. Cathcart was of sound mind and capable of 
managing herself and her affairs. An application was then made on 
behalf of the petitioner to the Lords Justices that they should exercise the 
discretion given to them by section 109 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, by 
directing that all his costs of the inquiry should be paid by Mrs. Cathcart. 
The facts of the case are fully reported in 40 W. R. 257. The Lords 
Justices thought that, on the one hand, Mrs. Cathcart had so behaved 
herself as to give ample grounds for instituting an inquiry into the state 
of her mind, and, on the other hand, that Mr. Cathcart had treated her 
with a certain harshness, and had thereby-placed himself in a hostile 
position towards her. They exercised their discretion by ordering that 
Mrs. Cathcart should pay two-thirds of Mr. Cathcart’s costs out of a capital 
sum of £10,000 Consols, of which she was possessed as her separate property. 
This rule was made on the 16th of December, 1891. On the 3rd of 
August, 1892, Lindley, L J., made an order directing that the two-thirds 
of Mr. Cathcart’s costs should be charged on the £10,000 Consols, and 
shouli be paid thereout. And on the 3lst of October he made a further 
order directing the Official Solicitor to execute a transfer of a sufficient 
amount of the Consols to satisfy the costs eo directed to be paid. Mrs. 
Cathcart appealed from these three ordera. A preliminary objection 
was taken that no appeal lay. It was argued on bebalf of Mrs. 
Cathcart that an appeal was expressly given by section 18, sub- 
section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1873, which gave the Oourt of 
Appeal all the jurisdiction vested in the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council upon appeal from any order in lunacy. As to the 
question of discretion, the husband’s conduct had been such as not to 
entitle him to be relieved of his costs. As to the order of the 3rd of 
August, there was no power to make an order charging stock or shares 
except by the machinery of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, es. 14, 15. The Court of 
Chancery never exercised the power of sale in a summary way except 
where it was claimed in an action. There ought to have been a separate 
action asking for a transfer, or a ceparate proceeding by originating sum- 
mons: see Leggott v. Western (12 Q. B. D. 287). The words in section 109 
of the Lunacy Act, ‘‘ every such order shall have the effect of an order of 
the High Court,” must have been intended to bring such a case as the 
present within ord 46,r.1. It was argued on the part of Mr. Cathcart 
that the words of section 109 of the Lunacy Act shewed that an order 
made under that section was to be treated as an order of the High Court, 
and that as no appeal lay from an order of a judge of the High Court as 
to costs only, where the power to deal with costs was discretionary, no 
appeal lay here. As to the exercise of discretion, the only question which 
the judge in lunacy ought to take into consideration was whether the 
inquiry was for the benefit of the alleged lunatic. And wherever a person 
manifested such delusions that there was reasonable and probable cause 
for believing him to be insane and unable to manage himsclf and his 
affairs, and he refused to submit himself to medical care, it was for his 
benefit that the provisions of the lunacy law should be put into operation, 
and that there shou'd be an inquiry into the state of his miud rather than 
that he should be left to his own resources. The conduct of the petitioner 
previous to the inquiry was immaterial, though no doubt if anything 
improper had been done by him in the course of the inquiry, that might 
be taken into consideration. As to the order of the 3rd of August, an 
order made under section 109 of the Lunacy Act was not a charging order 
under ord. 46, r. 1, and the objections taken thereto by the other side 
were not tenable. The Lord Justice clearly had jurisdiction under sec- 
tion 109 to make this order, and it followed that he also had jurisdiction 
to make the subsequent order of the 3lst of October under section 14 of 
the Judicature Act, 1884. 

Tar Covert (Lord Hatssury, Lord Esuer, M R., and Lorgs and A. L. 
Sairu, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. They held that an appeal lay, but 
that there was no ground for interfering with the way in which the Lords 
Justices in Lunacy had exercised their discretion. They further held that 
the orders of the 3rd of August and the 3lst of October were rightly made. 
—Counset, FR. O. B. Lane, Q.C., R. F. Norton, and J. W. Manning ; Sir 
H. James, QC., English Harrison, and P. S. Stokes. Sortcrrors, Hood, 
Barrs, § Co. ; Crawley, Arnold, § Co. . 

[Reported by F. G. Rucxen, Barrister-at-Law. | 


JAY v. JOHNSTONE—No. 2, 8th December. 


Lrrration—JupGMENT—Exgcution AGAINsT PrnrsonaL Estare—3 & 4 
Wut. 4, c. 27—27 & 28 Vicr. c. 112—37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57. 

In August, 1878, the plaintiff recovered judgment against the defendant 
at the Cambridge Assizes for a sum of £5,133. Believing (as was the fact) 
that the defendant had no means, the plaintiff made no attempt to enforce 
his judgment by execution. Defendant died in January, 1881, and plain- 
tiff in June, 1891. In July, 1892, defendant’s executors having previously 
acquired assets, plaintiff's executors applied for leave to issue execution 
against defendant’s executors on the judgment of August, 1878. There 
had been no payment or acknowledgment. The master held that the Act 
37 & 38 Vict. c. 57, s. 8, was a bar to execution, and Bruce, J., at cham- 
bers, and afterwards the Queen’s Bench Division (Lord Coleridge, O.J., 
and Wills, J.) affirmed his decision. The plaintiff’s executors appealed. 
The appellants contended that though, if they sought to enforce the judg- 
ment against real estate, section 8 of the Act 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57 would 


Luwacy—A.Lecep Luxatic—Ixauimy into Mentat Conprtion—ALLEGED | have applied, yet there was no statutory bar to execution within twenty 
Lexamic rounp to we or Sovnp Mixv—Costs or Lyaviny—Powex To | years against personalty. They argued that if this were not so a creditor 
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entitled to the benefit of a covenant—as to which the od of limitation 
is still twenty years—would, by bringing an action merging his cove- 
nant in a judgment, shorten the period from twenty years to twelve; and 
also that, though before 1864 it bad been held that a judgment was within 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 40, in 1864, by 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, judgments 
ceased per se to bind land or be charges upon it, and, therefore, were not 
within 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57, s. 8. ‘They cited, besides the Acts already 
mentioned, R. 8. C., ord. 42, r 23; 8 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42; Sheppard v. 
Duke (9 Sim. 567); Watson v. Birch (15 Sim. 523); Sutton v. Sutton (22 
Ch. D. 511); Re Frisby, Allison v. Frisby (43 Ch. D. 106); Hebblethwaite v. 
Peevey, (1892, 1 Q. B. 124); Willaume v. Gorges (1 Camp..217) ; White v. 
Parnther (1 Knapp, 179, 228) ; Henry v. Smith (2 Dr. & War. 381); Hunter 
v. Nockolds (1 M. & G. 640); Hornsey Local Board v. Monarch Investment 
Building Society (24 Q. B. D. 1). 

Tue Court (Linoiey and Bowen, L.JJ.), without calling upon counsel 
for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Linpizy, L J., said that the question raised by the appeal was an ex- 
tremely important one. Certainly there were difficulties arising from the 
course the Legislature had taken. In 1833 Parliament for some reason 
passed two Acts relating to limitation. The time limited by both Acts 
was the same—viz , twenty years. Shadwell, V.C., in that state of the 
law, determined that the section which related to judgments was 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27, s. 40, and that a judgment twenty years old could not be 
enforced even as against the personal estate of the judgment debtor. That 
had been accepted and acted upon without question eversince. It was true 
that in 1833, and long after, judgments were charges on real estate. The 
sole purpoee of the Act 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112 was to alter the law relating 
to the registration of judgments, not to alter the time within which a 
judgment could be enforced, and therefore the construction of 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 27 wasin no way altered. The key to the Act 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57 
was to be found in the preamble and in section 9. The purpose was 
simply to substitute twelve years for twenty in the sections of the previous 
Act. Even after 1864 judgments continued to be in one sense charges on 
land. Perplexity had been caused because Parliament had in 1833 
two Acts dealing with limitation, and had since altered one of them but 
not the other. ° 

Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Counsrit, Witt, Q.C., and Montague Lush ; 
Finlay, Q.C., and Eve. Sorscrrors, H. J. Comyns; Eardley-Holt, Hulbert, 
§ Hubbard. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re OTTOS KOPJE DIAMOND MINES (LIM.)—No. 2, 12th December. 


Damaces—MeEasure or —ComMPANY—REFUSAL TO REGISTER TRANSFER OF 
SHARES— CERTIFICATE ISSUED UNDER FORGED 'TRANSFER—WARRANTY— 
EstopreL—JvRIspICTION TO ORDER Inquiry AS TO DAMAGES UNDER THE 
Companies Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 8. 35. 


Ap from an order of Stirling, J., dated the 8thofNovember. On the 
6th of April, 1892, Goode bought 4,300 shares in the above-mentioned com- 
pany, and received a transfer and certificate under the seal of the company, 
from which it appeared that his transferor was proprietor of the shares, and 
he duly paid the purchase-money. He, on the same day, took the trans- 
fer and certificate to the pre any office for tration, but the clerk 
declined to receive them, stating that he had ved orders so to act. On 
the 8th of April Goode and his solicitor saw certain of the directors of the 
company, and again tendered the transfer and certificate for registration, 
and requested that the matter might be dealt with in the usual course. It 
appeared that the former secretary of the company had made fraudulent 
transfers and falsified the share register, and had by fraud induced two of 
the directors to affix the seal of the company to the certificate on the faith 
of which Goode had paid his money. This was discovered by the chairman 
of the company on the 5th of April, 1892, and he had consequently given 
directions that the transfer and certificate were not to be accepted. At a 
board meeting on the 13th of April the matter of the transfer was directed 
to stand over for further investigation into the frauds. Between the 6th 
and 13th of April the shares had fallen considerably in value. On the 31st 
of May Goode moved, under section 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, for 
tne rectification of the company’s register of members by the insertion of 
his name as the holder of the shares, and that the company might be 
ordered to pay him the damages suffered by him by reason of the refusal 
of the company to insert his name. Upon the hearing of the motion 
Stirling, J., made no order as to rectification, but directed an inquiry as 
to the damages sustained by Goode under the circumstances, and ordered 
the company to pay the amount that shuuld be certified. The chief clerk 
certified that the amount of the — was the amount of the purchase- 
money paid by Goode on the 6th of April and interest thereon. The 
company’s contention was that the damages ought to have been assessed 
according to the value of the shares on the 13th of April, and they took out 
&@ summons to vary the certificate accordingly. Stirlt , J., held that the 
chief clerk had assessed the damages rightly, inasmuch as the company 
had refused to register the transfer on the 6th of April and had never 
back on that refusal. The company appealed. On behalf of the appellants 
it was contended that the directors were entitled to a reasonable e for 
registration, and that that time was the 13th of April, which must be 
taken as the date of the refusal, and the Société Générale de Paris v. Walker 
(34 W. R. 662, 11 App. Cas. 20) was relied on. For the dent it was 
submitted, in reliance on Re The Bahia and San Francisco Raihoay Co. (16 
W. R. 862, L. R. 3 Q. B. 584), that the issue of the certificate by the 
company amounted to a warranty of the shares, and that the cause of 
action arose on the 6th of April, when the company refused to accept the 
transfer and certificate. 
Tux Court (Linpiey, Bowen, and Sarrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


diction under section 35 to make the order of the 3lst of May, 1892, 
because that section only enabled the court to give damages in cases where 
the register had been rectified, and in 
refusal to rectify it, but as the parties consented, the matter would 
be treated as coming within the section. He did not think there was any 
case which went the length of the respondent’s contention, that there was 
an obligation on the company by way of warranty under the circum- 
stances. The Bahia case and others which followed it proceeded on the 
footing that the aed wee from denying the truth of what 
they had certified. e us a, could not deny "s title; he hada 
right to require them to register him as the owner of the shares, and their 
improper refusal to do so was the cause of action for which Goode could 
succeed at law in recovering some damages. Then came the question as 
to the date of the refusal. It was right both in law and good sense that 
directors should be entitled to take a reasonable time to look into docu- 
ments presented to them for registration, but his lordship came to the 
conclusion that the directors had made up their minds on the 6th of April, 
and did not want the further time to consider the matter, and that that 
date must consequently be taken as the date of the refusal. The appeal 
must be , with costs. 

Bowen, L.J., also thought it doubtful whether the application for 
damages was properly made under section 35, for the question was really 
not one of rectification, but of liability. What was the cause of action? 
The giving of the certificate amounted to no more than a representation by 
the company, which, if it were not fraudulent, would not give rise to an 
action unless there existed a duty or contract at common law to make 
good the representation. There was no privity between the transferee and 
the company. ‘The Bahia case shewed that the company were obliged to 
act towards the transferee as they would have been obliged to act if his 
title were good. Estoppel displaced a possible defence of the company, 
but did not of iteelf create a cause of action. The cause of action was 
the refusal of the company to do something they were bound todo. His 
lordship agreed that the company were entitled to some time, if they 
wanted it, to look at the documents, and he knew of no case which decided 
that they were bound to act upon documents the moment they were pre- 
sented. But here the company did not want time to consider the 
documents, and the refusal relied on was a refusal to take in or consider 
the transfer at all. 

Surru, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Butcher ; Buckmaster. 
Foss § Ledsam ; J. § M. Solomon. 

{Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


‘‘THE LANCASHIRE”—No. 1, 9th December. 


Sure—Co.iision—Foc—Recuxations or 1884 ror Paeventine Coiiisions 
at Spa, arr. 18. 


This was an appeal from the j t of Gorell Barnes, J. The action 
was brought in the Admiralty Division by the owners of the steamship Ariel 
inst the owners of the steamship Lancashire for damage by " 
e collision took place shortly after eight o’clock in the evening of the 
10th of June, 1392, in the neighbourhood of the Owers lightship in em 


per ponent ony there had been a 


Soxrctrors, 


English Channel. The Ariel was a steamer of 1,452 tons net » 

was proceeding from Varna to Hamburg with a cargo of wheat. On the 

evening of the 10th of June, the weather being calm but f , she was 
r course 


at eight o’clock making a speed of about two knots an hour, 
being E. by 8. The evidence of the ca of The Ariel was to the effect 
that at five minutes past eight he a steam whistle apparently right 
ahead a long way off ; the whistle was heard from time to time, and 
own whistle was sounded in answer to it. After listening for about ten 
minutes, he ported to about E.S.E., and the whistle of The Lancashire was 
then heard on his port bow. He steadied at E.S.E. and the whistle did 
not get any broader. Five minutes later he saw The Lancashire about two 
points on his port bow a length or two off, and he thereupon reversed his 
engines and put his helm hard aport, but was struck about 
abaft the stern on the port bow. The Ariel sank early on the following 
morning. The Lancashire was a vessel of 2,712 tons r y 
voyage at the time from London to Liverpool. The account of her 
master was that he first heard a steam whistle at 7.46, a point or a point 
and a half on his starboard bow. His speed was then dead slow, 
the order having been given at 6.35, on account of the fog. He 
continually heard the whistle, and it gradually broadened on his 
starboard bow, and he repeated the ord 
wards heard a whistle which aroused bis suspicions, because it seemed 
come from the same direction as the d be con- 
tinuing to broaden. He thereupon 
that time being about three and a half 
whistle satisfied him that the other 
on his starboard bow; he therefore 
then heard two more blasts, and as the 
two and 
ire at 
at seven min 


i 
i 


mestances, 
skill, in we stone: 94 nd ie vessels 
80 & z y wi 
of collision, until The Ariel 


Ariel came into sight, about 150 yards off, 
degrees, and the co 
ey oe oe ee a ae 
volve risk of 
”* With 
trial: Were the indications by 
under the circu snch as to convey 
pass well clear 
? The nautical assessors answered 
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Linpuey, L.J., said he doubted very much whether there was any juris- 
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The Lancashire, in not slackening speed sooner than she did, had not 
complied with article 18, and he held that both vessels were to blame for 
the collision. From this deci-ion the owners of The Lancashire appealed. 
Tus Covert (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.), assisted by 
nautical assessors, dismissed the appeal. 
Lord Esuer, M R., said that the appeal must be dismissed. It was laid 
down by Lord Wateon in The Ceto (14 App. Cas. 670) that ‘‘ when two 
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in London. Counsel for the motion contended that the company carried on 
no part of its business here, and, therefore, could not be sued in this 
country. They cited Newby v. Von Oppen § Colt’s Patent Firearms Manu- 
facturing Co. (20 W. R. 383, L. R. 7 Q. B. 293), Mackreth v. Giasgow and 
South-Western Railway Co. (21 W. R. 339, L. R. 8 Ex. 149), Nutter v. 


| Aessageries Maritimes de France (34 W. R. Dig. 150), Haggin v. Comptoir 
| d’Escompte de Paris (37 W. R. 703, 23 Q. B. D. 519). Counsel contra 


steamships, invisible to each other by reason of a thick fog, find themselves | 


gradually drawing nearcr, until they are within a few ships’ lengths, they 
are, in my opinion, within the second direction of rule 18, and each of 
them ought at once to stop and reverse, unless the fog signals of the other 
vessel have distinctly and unequivocally indicated that she is steered on a 
relatively safe course and will pass clear without involving risk of colli- 
sion.”’ In this case the assessors have said that it must have been clear 
from the whistles of The Aric! that that vessel had ported, and that there- 
fore if the vessels proceeded there would be a collision. In obedience to 
the construction which the House of Lords have put upon rule 18, which 
we are bound to follow, the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsgen, Sir 
Richard Webster, Q.C., Bucknill, Q.0., and A. Russell; Sir Walter 
Phillimore, Pyke, Q.C., and 7. F. D. Miller. Soxscrrors, Pritchard § Sons, 
for Bateson, Warr, § Bateson, Liverpool; Crump § Son. 

[Reported by F. O. Rovixsox, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
JARRETT v. BRITISH NORTH BORNEO CIGAR 00.—Chitty, J., 
9th December. 


TRADE-MARK—INFRINGEMENT—INTERLOCTTORY INJUNCTION. 


This was a motion to restrain infringement of a trade-mark under 
which the plaintiffs sold certain brands of cigars. The plaintiffs’ mark 
was a figure of an Eastern girl in dancing posture, and the words Nautch 
Girl Brand were printed on each side of this figure. The defendants’ 
mark was also a figure of an Eastern girl, and apparently in dancing 
posture, and the words La Ranee (explained to mean The Rajah’s Queen) 
were printed below the figure. The colouring of the two marks was 
different. ‘There was no imputation of fraud, the ground of the applica- 
tion being simply misleading resemblance. The plaiutiffs relied on 
Upper Assam Tea Co. v. Herbert (7 Rep. Pat. Cas. 183). 

Curry, J., said that the questions which he had to decide were, first, 
had the defendants infringed the plaintiffs’ trade-mark? and, second, 
was this a case for an interlocutory injunction’ There was no question 
of fraudulent imitation. or any attempt by the defendants to pass off 
their goods as the plaintiffs’. On comparing the two marks there were, 
no doubt, differences, but there were also points of striking similarity. 
But, as had often been stated by judges in deciding such a question as 
that before him, the court ought not to minutely compare the two things 
side by side, but to see how they would strike an ordinary, or, as it had 
been sometimes put, unwary observer. On that view the defendants’ 
mark did seem to his lordship to be an infringement. It was asked 
whether the plaintiffs claimed a monopoly of dancing girls as trade-marks. 
That was not what the plaintiffs claimed, but the exclusive right to put 
goods on the market under that mark, i.c., the figure of a dancing girl 
in the posture of the figure in the plaintiffs’ mark. See Upper Assam Tea 
Co. v. Herbert. There was one other point. The defendants’ skilled 
witnesses appeared in their evidence to have taken the trade-mark in 
connection with its surroundings or “‘ get-up,’’ and so to have arrived at 
the conclusion that the defendants’ mark was not an imitation of the 

laintiffs’ ; but that was not the right mode of proceeding. An inter- 
ocutory injunction only was asked for, and, the balance of facts being in 
favour of it, bis lordship granted the injunction accordingly. Costs to be 
costs in the action.—CovnseL, Bousfield, Q.C., and Walter; Ingle Joyce. 
Soricitons, Ellis, Bickersteth, § Ellis; Hollams, Son, Coward, §& Hawksley. 

[Reported by J. F. Wary, Barrister-at-Law. 


BADCOCK +. CUMBERLAND GAP PARK C0.—Stirling, J., 2nd December. 


Practice—Wait— Service or—Foreign Corrporation— SHArEHoLpERs 
RESIDENT IN ENGLAND-—Servics on Lonpon AGent—Serrinc asipe— 
B.S. ©., 1X., 8. 


This was a motion to ret aside the service of a writ on a foreign corpora- 
tion. The defendant company was established to carry on the business of 
hotel proprietors in Tennessee, America, and was incorporated according 
to the law of the State of Tennessee. All the directors were resident m 
America, and the offices of the company were at New York and Cumber- 
land Gap, in Tennessee. The majority of the shares were held by persons 
resident in England. The a bad an agent in London, who kept a 
register of all the English shareholders, and who was authorized to register 
transfers of shares, duly signed by the president of the company in 
America. He was also authorized to receive calls on shares from the Eng- 
lish shareholders, and to remit the money to America. His office had the 
name of the company painted up on the door, as also the names of several 
other companies. He also issued circulars and notices from his office, 
stating that it was the London office of the company. Some of the office 
furniture also belonged to the company, and on one occasion some money 
belonging to the company had been used by him in business transactions 
on the Stock Exchange. The action was brought by a shareholder in the 


company for an injunction to restrain the company from carrying 


asking 
into effect a resolution for the reconstruction of the company and for 
other purposes. The writ was served on the London agent at his office 


referred to Newby v. Von Oppen (ubi supra) and Russell vy. Cambefort (37 W. 
R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526). 
Streiinc, J., said there was no statutory provision affecting service on 


| such a company. The question here arose whether the rules of court with 
| respect to service had been complied with. The rules extended to foreign 


corporations, and the latest case on the subject was Haggin v. Comptoir 
d’ Escompte de Paris. {lis lordship read a portion of Cotton, L.J’s. judg- 
ment, and continued:—] ‘The result of that passage is that if a foreign 
corporation sets up here and is resident here and is carrying on busine:s 
here, it is within the jurisdiction of this court. Is it established in this 
case that the company carries on a principal part of its business in 
London? Its main business is to carry on the business of an hotel in 
Tennessee, America. It undoubtedly has an agent here ; his office is used 
as the agency, and the name of the company is painted up; tome of the 
office furniture belongs to the company, but that is not enough, it must 
carry on business here. It has lent money on the Stock Exchange, but 
that is not part of the principal business of the company : it was only one 
transaction carried on from fortnight to fortnight: it only proves that the 
company did at one time possess property in this country. It was said 
that you could obtain rooms in Tennessee by applying in London, but that 
allegation breaks down. This is a company having its capital in shares, a 
number of shareholders are resident in England, and there are kept in 
London certain books under the control of the agent, containing a list of 
the shareholders, &c. The powers of the agent are limited, and the com- 
pany is not carrying on a business here within the meaning of the rule as 
laid down by Cotton, L.J. ‘Therefore the motion must succeed, and the 
service of the writ must be discharged.—Counse., Buckley, Q.C., and Car- 
son ; Hastings, Q.C., and Sirinfen Eady. Sorrcrrors, Paine, Son, § Pollock ; 
Arthur Harris. 
Reported by W. 8. Gopparn, Barrister-at-Law. 





Winding-up Cases. 
STRONG v. CARLYLE PRESS (LIM.)—C. A. No. 2, 14th December. 


Company — Winpinc =upr — Practice — DeBENTURE-HOLDERS’ ACTION — 
Recetver—Orriciat LiqurpaTor. 


Appeal from the decision of Vaughan Williams, J., sifting as an addi- 
tional judge of the Chancery Division. The question raised in this case 
was whether the receiver appointed by the debenture-holders of the 
company in a debenture-holders’ action ought to be discharged ; the cir- 
cumstances of the case being as follows. The debenture deeds constituted 
a charge on all the undertaking and Property, both present and future, 
of the company. On the 30th of September, 1892, a petition was pre- 
sented to wind up the company. On the 10th of October the official 
receiver was appointed provisional liquidator. On the 11th of October 
the debenture-holders instituted the present action. On the 14th 
of October an order was made in that action by the vacation judge 
appointing a person receiver for the debenture-holders, with authority 
to manage the business of the company up to the 25th of October. 
On the 25th of October Vaughan Williams, J., made an order for 
the compulsory winding up of the company. On the 28th of October, 
Chitty, J. (to whom the A ebenture-holders’ action had been assigned) 
made an order that the plaintiffs should be at liberty to proceed with 
the action notwithstanding the winding up, and also continuing 
the appointment of the person appointed receiver and manager on behalf 
of the debenture-holders, but limiting the iod of his management 
to six months. The action was afterwards transferred to Vaughan 
Williams, J., and on the 24th of November the official receiver (the 
liquidator in the winding up) took out a summons in the name of the 
defendant company that the receiver appointed in the debenture-holders’ 
action might be discharged on passing his accounts and lodging the 
balance in his hands. The debenture-holders, the plaintiffs in the action, 
opposed this application, which was heard by Vaughau Williams, J., on 
the 3rd of December, who then granted the application. The plaintiffs 
now appealed. On the hearing of the appeal it was urged on behalf of 
the respondents that the debenture deeds were invalid and that the 
liquidator wanted to be put ina position in which he might be able to 
contest their validity. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiez, Lorrs, and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal with 
costs. 

Linpugy, L.J., said that the learned judge in the court below had made 
a mistake; his object was to save expense, but he had undervalued the 
rights of the mortgagees. The appellants were mortgagees under deeds of 
mortgage which for the present purpose must be treated as valid; their 
mortgage security was in peril, and they were entitled to have, and had 
got, a receiver appointed. The fact that the mortgagor was a company— 
which had since been ordered to be wound up—did not affect the right of 
the mortgagees. The respondent (the liquidator) now suggested that his 
real object was to be put in a position to be enabled to contest the validity 
of the mortgage deoh, but he could not be permitted to do that at the 
expense of the mortgagees. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. 





Kay, L.J., also concurred, and said that at present there was no im- 
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peachment of the mortgage deeds. On the facts of the case as it was 
presented to their lordships it appeared that the assets of the company 
were £15,000, and the mortgage debt £20,000; the whole of the assets, 
therefore, belonged to the mortgagees, and what reason was there that 
they should be taken away from their receiver? The liquidator suggested 
that the mortgage deed was bad, and raid that he wanted to be put in 
possession of the assets in order to be better able to contest the validity 
of the mortgage. In his lordship’s opinion such a contention was most 
unreasonable and could not receive the least sanction from the court. One 
of the reasons given in the case of Re Joshua Stubbs, Barney v. Stubbs (39 
W.R, at p. 618; 1891, 1 Ch., at p. 481), applied to the present case, 
where the mortgagees had rightly obtained the appointment of a receiver 
of their own, and where their rights were outside the liquidation.— 
Cocunset, Crackanthorpe, Q.C., and Beddal; Ribton. Soutcrrons, Clapham $ 
Fitch ; Piesse § Son. 
Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
WATTEAU v. FENWICK & CO.—9th December. 


PrincrpAL AND AGEnt—Unpisciosep PrincrpAL—LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF 
AGENT—SEcRET LIMITATION OF AGENT’S AUTHORITY. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the county court judge at 
Middlesborough. ‘The plaintiff sued the defendants for the price of cigars 
supplied to the Victoria Hotel, Stockton-on-Tees. The hotel was kept by 
a person named Humble, whose name was over the door, but the b 
in point of fact, was the defendants’, who had put Humble in as r. 
Ilumble was forbidden to buy cigars on credit, but the cigars in question 
were such as would be usually supplied to, and dealt im at, such an 
establishment. It was admittéd that credit was given to Humble alone. 
The county court judge held that the’ defendants were liable, and the 
defendants appealed. It was argued by counsel for the appellants that, 
credit having been given to Humble alone, there could have been no 
holding out by the defendants of him.as their agent with authority to buy 
them goods, and that under such circumstances it was necessary for the 
plaintiff to prove agency in fact, which he could not do in respect of goods 
which Humble had no authority to buy. It was contended by counsel for 
the respondent that, it having been established that the defendants were the 
real principals, they were liable for the acts of the agent within the usual 
scope of the authority accorded to such an agent (Edmunds v. Bushell, 
L. Rk. 1 Q. B. 97), and, further, that when the principals clothed the 
agent with apparent ownership of the business as ‘‘ ostensible principal,” 
they were liable for his acts incidental to the business. He cited 
Yorkshire Banking Co. v. Beatson and Mycock (28 W. R. 879, 5C. P. D. 109), 
Summers vy. Solomon (5 W. R. 660, 7 E. & B. 789), Ramagotti v. Bowring (8 
W. R. 11, 7 C. B. N.S. 851). 

Dec. 5 —Tue Court (Lord Corertpner, C.J., and Writs, J.), dismissed 
the appeal, with costs. 

Lord CoLeripcz read the judgment of Wits, J., to which he assented. 
There was less direct authority on the case than might have been expected. 
But the principle applicable was that, once it was established that the 
defendants were the real principals, the ordinary doctrine as to principal and 
agent applied — that the principal is liable for all the acts of the agent which 
are within the authority omy confided to an agent of that character, 
notwithstanding limitations, between themselves, put upon that authority. 
It had been said that this applied only where there was a holding out of 
authority, but that could not be so, otherwise in every case, when the fact 
of there being a principal was undisclosed, the secret limitation of 
authority would prevail and defeat the action of persons dealing with the 
agent and then discovering the principal. The principle applicable here 
was enunciated in the judgments of Cockburn, C.J., and Mellor, J., in 
Edmunds vy. Bushell, and the circumstances of that case came somewhat 
near to the present. That case had not been questioned ; the principle then 
laid down was clearly right, and very mischievous consequences would 
ensue if it were not applied.—Counset, Finlay, Q.C., and Scott For ; 
Houghton. So.tczrors, Marshall, Sunderland ; Belfrage ¢ Co., for Bainbridge 
§ Barnley, Middlesborough. 


Reported by J. P. Metzor, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re BINSTEAD, Fv parte DALE—C. A. No. 1, 3rd December. 
Bankruprcy—Bankrurrey Notice—Acr or Bankreprcoy—“ Finat Jvpne- 
ment ’—Decree ror Disso.ution or Marrtace—Orper ror Payment 
or Costs—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. o. 52), 8. 4, sun-sEc- 

tion 1 (a). 

This case raised the question as to whether a decree nisi for the dissolu- 
tion of marriage made by the Divorce Court, which contained an order 
for the payment of costs by the corespondent, was a “ final Fm one 
within the meaning of sub-section 1 PY of section 4 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. The appellant Dale had obtained a decree nisi for the dissolu- 
tion of his marriage, and the decree contained an order for the payment 
of costs against the corespondent Binstead. The decree was made abso- 
lute on the 26th of April, 1888, and the costs taxed at £204. A bankruptcy 
notice was served upon Binstead in respect of them, and, finally, le 
presented a bankruptcy petition against him, on the ground of non-com- 


pliance with the notice. The petition was dismissed by Mr. Registrar 
Hope, on the ground that the order of the Divorce 


Court was not a “ final 








judgment”’ within the above section. The section and eee 


set-off, or cross-demand ”’ 
ment debt, and which he ool 
cases were cited : Re Riddell, Ex par 2 

275, 20Q. B. D. 512), Bx parte Moore, Re Faithfull (29 Soricrrors’ JounNnar, 
265, 14 Q. B. D. 627), Ex parte Chinery (28 Soxtcrrons’ Jovrnat, 687, 
37 W. R. 466 itz (28 So.icrrors’ JourNnaL, 
687, 12 Q. B. D. 509), Re (20 Q. B. D. 509), Re Crump (8 
Morrell, 174). 

ES 


‘30n 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lor 
the order of the Divorce Court of the 26th of April, 1888, for the payment 
of costs was not a ee within the meaning of section 4, sub- 
section 1 (g), of the ptcy Act, 1883, and dismissed the hay 
had been laid down in Ex parte Chi that the words “‘ final ju nt’? 
in the above section must be co strictly, and Cotton, L.J., in that 
case said that they meant “‘a judgment obtained in an action by which a 
previously liability of the defendant to the plaintiff is ascertained 
or established.’’ language of sub-section 1 (g) of section 4, which 
spoke of the debtor having a “‘ counter-claim, set-off, or cross-demand,”’ 
shewed that what was intended was a final judgment in an action in which 
the party in question might have a counter-claim, set-off, or cross-demand. 
That could not apply to a in the Divorce Court, where such a 
thing was unknown. No ptcy notice, therefore, could be issued in 
respect of this order.—Counset, H. Reed, Q.0., and J. Eldon Bankes; EB. 
Clayton. Sorscrrors, J. G. Dalzeli ; Ward, Perks, § McKay. 


[Reported by J. P. Mettong Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES, 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly mee of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. Wm. Frank Blandy (Reading) in the chair. The other 
directors present were—Messrs. D. Travers Burges (Bristol), H. Morten 
oh gt et 
A elder ven), Jo! unter, fF. H. Janson, J. H. 4 
R. Pidcock (Woolwich), Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, 
J. J. E. Venning (Devonport), and J. T. Scoit (secretary). A sum of 
£490 was distributed in grants of relief, and other business was 





BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The annual general meeting of this association was held in the Middle 
Temple Hall on the _—S —_ tag ge somsed dot dct : a ra 

From the rt 0 com: ap) uw year 
twelve new feo. 2 ate had joined the association, which now numbered 
738. The annual subscri during the year amounted to £1,315 1is., 
and the donations to £251 6s., both amounts smaller 
received during the previous year. Seventy-six 
were made duri year, sixty-nine 
remainder ref for various reasons. The total amount distributed by 
the committee was £2,227 3s., but to enable this to be done £200 had to 
be drawn from capital. The committee made an urgent appeal to the 
benevolence and generosity of the profession. 

Lord Justice Liypiey, in moving the oe the report, said it was 
not satisfactory that only twelve new mem should have joined during 
the year, nor was it table that the capital had had to be into 
to meet the claims of applicants. pg Seong ta extent weap pole sub- 
scriptions from t members or an in the number of members 
and to attain the latter we Rage circulate an account of the work 
actually done by the , and they might also appeal to their lady 
friends (several of whom were P ape to use their magnetic influence in 
the hope of ro interest in the society. Many of the grants which had 
been made from their recurrence amounted almost to annuities; this was 


without 
brought before 
of the association was that no names 


a) Se 
be destroyed and its benefits gone if the recipients had to lay cases 


before the whole association. 


Lord Coxertner, in seconding the adoption of the said he had 
heard with guest sumast se Oe was in a sense , but he 
trusted that the pu report might meet the eyes of those 


not yet cubocetiens, end hat Gay ange thereby become induced to 
As example was better than had much pleasure in 
the amount of his su’ to the funds. 

Lord Esner, the Hon. Groner Denman, and Sir Hanny James also spoke 
in commendation of the objects of the society. 
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societies not members of the association, held at the Law Institution, 


London, on Thursday, the 17th of November, 1892, on the subject of 
legal procedure, from an appendix to the report of the Liverpool Law 


Mr. Warr, president of the Liverpool Law Society, who was called to 
the chair, opened the business of the meeting, and having noticed the fact 
that invitations to attend the meeting had been sent to every law society 
without ‘ere offered a hearty welcome to the non-members who had 
attended. He observed that regard would be had to the resolutions of the 
annual provincial meeting at Norwich on the 4th and 5th of October, 1892, 
and with reference to the resolution (No. 1) as to circuits, observed that in 
view of the fact that there was a meeting fixed for two o’clock for confer- 
ence with the special committee of the council, it would be expedient to 
postpone the consideration of the circuit arrangements until the resolutions 
as to procedure had been disposed of. 

* The Norwich resolutions passed at Norwich were then gone through 
seriatim, with the exception that No. 1 was taken last and the following 
resolutions passed thereon :— 

1, As to circuits: That we approve of the principle of grouping on 
centres in civil causes.* 

2. That it is desirable that the jurisdiction under order 14 should be 
extended, so as to include all actions to recover land, and all actions 
where the damages are a matter of calculation, or where a declaration of 
right only is claimed, and to enable a judge by consent to decide the whole 

uestion finally, or, without consent, to direct the mode in which it 
should be tried. 

2a. Suggest as order 14a: Where the only or principal question in an 
action or contract depends on the construction of a written document or 
documents, the plaintiff at any time after issuing his writ of summons, or 


after appearance on an affidavit made by himself, or by any person who 
can swear tively to the facts, stating shortly the material facts, and 
that in his belief such facts are not in dispute, and further shewing what 


is the question of construction, and stating the particulars of his 
claim either by reference to the indorsement of the writ or other- 
wise, may apply to a judge (but not to a master or a district 
registrar) for a judicial construction of such document or documents, 
and also, if he desires it, for judgment; and the judge, if he is of 
opinion that viva voce evidence is necessary, may make an order declaring 
what the true construction of the document or documents is, and may also 
order that judgment shall be signed for the sum claimed or any other sum 
to be fixed by or by some person to be agreed on within a limited 
time ; or in default of agreement by an official referee or officer of the 
court, the judge may also deal with the costs of the action. (2) Such 
application shall be by summons returnable not less than clear days 
alee service accompanied by a copy of the affidavit and exhibits referred 
to therein. The defendant before he is heard on such summons shall enter 
appearance in the action and give notice thereof. 

2n. Ord. 3, r. 6, should be amended so as to admit of claims for interest 
and uidated amounts being joined in the same writ with claims for 
debts or liquidated demands, thus saving the expense of two writs when 
one should be sufficient. 

3. That, in cases not disposed of under order 14, pleadings shall con- 
tinue to be used. 

4. That pleadings shall be deliverable without order during the long 
vacation. 

5. That, instead of adopting the recommendation that a compulsory 
summons for direction should be taken out at an early stage of the pro- 
ceedings (which would, in many cases, be a needless expense), this meet- 

is of opinion that, after the close of the pleadings and before notice of 
is given, application shall be made to a jvdget to settle the issues of 
law fact, and for directions as to the mode of trial or other disposal of 
the action, subject to the right of either party to a trial by jury in the 
cases enumerated in ord. 36, r. 2, and in any other case in which the 
questions involved can conveniently be so tried, and that the action should 
be tried or d of in the manner so directed. That, on the applica- 
tion of either party, the judge may direct admissions to be made of par- 
ticular documents or facts, or may authorize the proof thereof by some 
mode of proof other than strict proof, subject to the right of either party 
to object to any other than strict proof. That, in case of such objection, 
strict proof should be given, but that the cost of such proof should, in 
any event, be borne by the party so objecting, unless, in the opinion of 
the judge at the time, such objection was reasonable. 

6. That there should be no alteration in the system of discovery by 
means of affidavit of documents and interrogatories—we being of opinion 
that whilst the right to discovery is sometimes abused, the right is of 
great im in the interests of justice, and no restriction of such 
right is advisable. Should the suggestion of the Council of Judges that 
the leave of the master should be obtained before the discovery or interro- 
gatories be adopted, then it is considered that payment of a deposit should 
be no a necesgary. 

7. Resolution 21 in the judges’ report was dissented from, the right to 
the actual inspection of business books being considered to be absolutely 











necessary. 

* This resolution gave rise to considerable diff of opini The following amend- 
ment was moved and euppeveed by eight law societies—viz., Derby, Somerset, Leicester, 
Yi ereford, Anglesea, and Berks :—“ That, in the opinion of this 


Blackburn, 
discontinuance of the ee of holding civil assizes in each county would 
give rise to great inconvenience and ly increased expense to suitors, and del consp- 
on centres eee a Satie Sets Se Eeguaaees, Uae 
ee ven Re for great commercial centres.” The amend- 
ment was from by the following ten societies, viz., Liverpool, Manchester, 
pape Wakefield, Hull, Yorkshire, Durham, Nottingham, Newcastle, and Leeds. 
resolution was by the ten societies mentioned and dissented from by the 
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8. That there should be no interference by the court or any officer 
pom solicitors and their clients, as suggested in resolutions 44, 45, 
and 71. 

9. That in the opinion of this meeting, divisional courts of the High 
Court should be abolished. 

94. That appeals from a judge at chambers, bankruptcy appeals of all 
kinds, county court a Ad appeals from justices, revising barristers, 
and official referees, and cases stated by the Railway Commissioners, should 
be heard by the Court of Appeal, and that aJl other matters now heard by 
a divisional court, except proceedings on election petitions, should be 
heard are single judge. 

10. That there should be an appeal from all orders of a master to a judge, 
but, asa general rule, no further appeal in interloctury applications except 
in cases under order 14. 

11. That No. 73 of the resolutions of the Council of Judges be not 
approved of, inasmuch as no sufficient reason has been shewn to justify 
any alteration of the present practice. 

12. That the vacations should be materially reduced. 

13. That it is desirable that the principle of order 14 in the procedure 
of the High Court should be extended to the county courts. 

14. District registrars should have the following powers :—To make all 
charging orders; to make orders of course for taxation of solicitors’ costs 
in proper cases; to tax costs awarded in arbitrations which have taken 
place within their districts, not being actions proceeding in London. 

15. Asa recommendation to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
—Foreclosure: The time within which a mortgagor should be allowed to 
redeem should be assimilated to the time after which a mortgagee may 
exercise his power of sale after notice—viz.,three months. The first order 
should require the defendant to pay the amount due to the plaintiff at the 
plaintiff’s address, or to the solicitor, or such other person nominated by 
the plaintiff, as may be mentioned in the order. If the defendant fails to 
pay, the plaintiff, on filing his affidavit, should be entitled to bespeak from 
the chief clerk or the district registrar an absolute order of foreclosure 
without further process. A provision would be required that the chief 
clerk’s or district registrar’s certificate of the amount due should be served 
— the defendant, say, fourteen days before the order absolute, and 
plaintiff’s affidavit deposing that the debt had not been paid might further 
prove the service of the certificate. 

The representatives of the provincial law societies afterwards met the 
special committee of council in conference in the council room. The 
president (Mr. Pennington) was in the chair. He stated the importance 
of a thorough agreement between London and country solicitors as to the 
reply to be sent to the Lord Chancellor in answer to his request to be 
furnished with observations on the judges’ report. He reminded those 
present that the meeting had been called in order that views might be 
exchanged, but that no resolutions would be He then requested 
Mr. Marshall to report the resolutions passed by the provincial law 
societies. Mr. Marshall having done so, a long discussion followed on 
several of the more important resolutions, including the circuit proposals. 
No resolutions were passed. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF LIVERPOOL. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now consists of 324 members. The number of 
barristers and others, not being members, who subscribe to the library is 
thirty-three. The committee are glad to be able to say that there has been 
during the year a large increase in the number of members of this society 
who are at the same time members of the Incorporated Law Society of the 
United Kingdom. At present 267 of the former are also members of the 
latter society. It seems to the committee to be the obvious duty of every 
solicitor to join the latter society, which is intrusted to so large an extent 
with the interests of the profession, in order that the counci} may be able 
on all ocasions to represent the views of the entire body of solicitors in 

lan 


Rights of audience of solicitors—Local Improvement Bills.—The Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom have been successful 
in opposing clauses in several Improvement Bills promoted by local 
authorities, by which the right of audience of solicitors in the courts was 
threatened in favour of officials of these bodies. The committee co- 
operated with the council so far as the Blackpool Improvement Bill was 
concerned by addressing communications to the town clerk of Blackpool 
and the Preston Law Society. ; 

Tribunals of commerce.—At the last annual meeting a resolution, moved 
by Mr. W. W. Rutherford, was adopted, recommending the committee 
‘to consider a scheme for the establishment of courts of commerce in 
Live: 1 and other commercial centres, such courts to have summary 
jurisdiction in all commercial matters, and arranged as far as possible so 
as to secure speed of trial and finality of decision.’’ The committee 
immediately proceeded to consider the question, and had the advantage of 
suggestions in writing from Mr. Rutherford, and also of his attendance at 
one of their meetings. In the view of the committee the solution of the 
difficulties arisi m the delay and expense of litigation is not to be 
found in the establishment of tribunals of commerce, but in a complete 
change in the present assize system and radical alterations in procedure. 

Reforms of the judicial system.—The committee awaited with interest the 

ublication of the report of the Council of Judges upon subjects of vital 
mportance to the public and the legal profession generally, especially in 
Lancashire. The re and the resolutions which accompanied it were 
made public in A’ and received careful consideration at the hands of 
the committee. The committee observe with much satisfaction that the 


Council of Judges are of opinion that sufficient provision should be made 
“the country by judges of the High Court, since 


for the trial of causes in 
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this will, it may be assumed, put an end to any such schemes as have been 
suggested for the substitution of local courts presided over by als ee 
than judges of the High Court. The committee naturall in 
the first place the effect of the recommendations con’ in the report 
so far as they relate to the requirements of Liverpool, and they observed 
that the statistics given in the report shews that the average number of 
causes tried in Liverpool at each assize during the four years 1888 to 1891 
inclusive, was greater than at any other of the fifty-six circuit towns, Leeds 
ranking in this respect second, and Manchester third. At present there 
are four civil assizes in Liverpool, held at dates which unfortunately are 
not fixed, but which generally fall in March, May, July, and towards the 
end of November or early in December. It is proposed by the Council of 
Judges that these four aseizes shall be continued, but that they shall be 
held on the 29th of January, the 10th of May, the 21st of June, and the 
7th of November, and that the judge who is trying civil causes should not 
leave the circuit town until all the civil causes entered for trial there are 
disposed of ; but, at the same time, the tables embodied in the resolutions 
shew that the time allotted is fourteen working days at the winter and 
summer and eleven working days at the autumn . No number of 
days are specified for the spring assize, but six working days only are 
allotted to Manchester, so that it may safely be assumed that the es' te 
for the requirements of Liverpool is much the same. Taking the average 
of fifty-eight cases actually tried at each assize, the number found by the 
report, it will be seen that the Council of Judges assume that it is reason- 
able to suppose that four caees can be tried in eachday. The years selected 
cover a period during which it is common knowledge that the number of 
commercial causes tried has decreased, owing to some extent to commercial 
depression, but to a greater extent, as the committee believe, to the dis- 
satisfaction of the mercantile community with the whole system of trial 
at the assizes. The committee believe that if the requirements of Liver- 
pool were reasonably met, the number of cases would increase, and they 
consider that no scheme can be satisfactory which does not contemplate 
the possibility of increase. But, apart from this, the committee consider 
the time allowed inadequate, and the intervals between the various 
assizes inconvenient, especially having regard to the fact that at pre- 
sent pleadings cannot ordinarily be delivered during the long vacation. 
The proposal, therefore, so far as it concerns Liverpool, inno way tends 
to improve the present state of things, but rather the reverse. The com- 
mittee cannot help expressing their grievous fee gone enron at findin 
that the Council of Judges should have conside: that —waeee suc 
as those contained in the report ‘‘ satisfy all reasonable local require- 
ments,’’ so far at all events as Live 1 and Manchester are concerned. 
The committee consider that the fact that such an opinion has been 
expressed by Her Majesty’s judges, whose earnest desire it has evidently 
been to propose reforms which would sufficiently provide for the trial of 
causes in the great commercial cities in the country, shews that the 
Council of Judges stood in need of evidence upon the subject, which 
could have been afforded by the testimony of re tatives of mercantile 
bodies, and of solicitors, whose every-day work leads them to know the 
real necessities of their clients. It is evident that the Council of Judges 
have felt the extreme difficulty of providing for the needs of London, 
which the committee of this society fully appreciate, and at the same time 
of providing for local requirements. The committee feel that the sugges- 
tions made in the report will undoubtedly tend to remedy the serious 
complaints in London, and that the abolition of the assizes at places where 
experience bas shewn that there are in fact few or no cases for trial ought 
not to be thwarted by the continuance of ancient privileges. At the same 
time, the report leaves no room for doubt upon the minds of the committee 
that the Council of Judges have failed to appreciate the reasonable 
requirements of such places as Liverpool and Manchester. 
(To be continued ) 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrery.—Dec. 13.—Mr. Thomas Douglas in 
the chair. Mr. Leonard H. West be, 5 the debate, and moved: ‘* That 
the case of Re Grey, Grey v. Stamford (1892, 2 Ch. 88) was wrongly decided.” 
Mr. Halliday Harcourt opposed. The following Y - magry spoke in the 
affirmative :—Messrs. W. Cook, Arthur Smith, William Austin, Brown- 
john, and Daniell; the following in the negative :—Messrs. F. T. Mote, 
C. Herbert Smith, Wilkinson, and Bell. Mr. West replied. The chair- 
man summed up. The motion was lost. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Hiou Cover or Justice.—Cuancery Drvision. 

Spectat Notice.—List of actions intended to be transferred, immediately 
or shortly after the present sittings, from the Chancery Division to the 
Queen’s Bench Division :— 

"rom Mr. Justice Curtry. 

Caldicott v Brass 


Wimbledon, &c., Conservators v Drax 

Worth v Bradley 

Singer Manufacturing Co v Spence 

Nahmaschinen Fabrik, &c., v Singer Manufacturing Co 








Broad v Barking Local Board 
De Almeda v Redfern 
Riley v Golder 
From Mr. Justice Norrn. 

Kell v Armitage 
Batt & Co v Hogerziel 
Westley, Richards, & Co, ld v Perkes 
Doe v Banks 
Hill v Adams 

igh v West 

on apg rd Dwellings Soc, ld v Evans 
Reddaway v Fleming 
Lyon v Goddard 
Talbot v Rio Tinto Co, ld 
Ridgway v Gibsone 
From Mr. Justice Stix.ine. 

Partington Advertising Co v Lynch 


Crawshay v Merthyr Tydfil Local Board 
Kendell v Burney 

Peckover v J Rowlands & Co 

Baker v Markwick 

Barber v Manico 

Scottish Provident Institution v Boddam 
American Concentrated Must Co v Hendry 


From Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
Willey v Broadbent & Co, ld 
Power v Maclachlan 
Scatliff v Forrest 
Morse v Baker & Sons 
Cook v Mayor, &c, of Sheffield 
Beck v Churcher 
Thomas v Phillips 
Seal v Scott 
Barnard v Wastie 
Drury v Hale 
Cheetham v Nuthall 
Opera Syndicate, 1d v Rissone 

cClure v New Asbestos Co, Id 
Schott Bros. & Co, 1d v H Thornton 
Same v Ripley & Co 
Same v Potter : 
Jackson v Young & Co Brewery, Limited 
Cook v 7 
Henley v ver 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 

Wheelwright v Mayor, &c, of Waketield 
Seaborne Colliery Co v Edey 
Withers v Carwardine & Co 
Paine vy Thompson 
Republic of Chili v Royal Mail, &c, Co 
Mackie v Solvo Laundry, &c, Co 
In re Gedye’s Trade- , ke : ; 
of Physicians v General Medical Council 


1 
Chapman v South Met Gas Co 
Manning v Nicholls 
Hamfistaengl, &c, Co v Holloway 
Harris v Martin 
Baird v Mayor of Tunbridge Wells 
Kemp v School Board of 
Medical Battery Co v Spalding 
Same v Same 
Davis v Davis 
Frankein v Buenos Ayres Water Co, ld 
Local Board of Acton v L & 8 W Junction Ry Oo 
Barrett v Manchester, &c, Ry Co 
McKee v London Road Car Co 


Cogswell v Countess of 

Burroughes & Watts, ld v Edwards 

Watson v Went 

Simons v Baker 

Smith v Baker 

Byford v Reeves 

Bromley Local Board v Lloyd 

Scrutton v Stone 

Nantyglo, &c, Co v Cory Bros. & Co, Id 

Gadd & Mason v Haslingden Union Gas Co 

Vincent v Ferguson 

Thomas v Thomas ‘ 
N.B.—The Lord Chancellor will be willing to cousider any reason 
writing which the parties may wish him to consider against transferring 
any particular case nil Soe thle punyese'e. weltten statement: say 'Ts 
forwarded to his lordship at the House of Lords. 
SpectaL Nortce.—The following actions bave been transferred from the 
re Division to the Queen’s Bench Division by order, dated Decem- 
ber 15, 1892 :— 

ee ogy: 

Republic of v Royal Mail, &c¢ Co 
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In re Gedye’s Trade-Marks, &c 
Maitland v Bagnell 

Chapman v South Met Gas Co 
Manning v Nicholls 
Haensfistaengl Art Co v Holloway 
Harris v Martin 

Davis v Davis 

Frankein v Buenos Ayres Water Uo ld 
Barrett v Manchester, &c Ry Co 
Mc Kee v London Road Car Co 
Korting v Ledward 

Lancashire v Breadmore 

Cogswell v Countess of Cardigan 
Smith v Baker 

Byford v Reeves 

Scrutton v Stone 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


His Honour Judge Mercatre, Q.C., judge of the Bristol County Court, 
died suddenly last week within the precincts of the court. He was called 
to the bar in 1845, and practised on the Norfolk Circuit and in the 
Central Criminal Court. In 1866 he was appointed Recorder of Ipswich. 
In 1873 he was made a Queen’s Counsel, and the following year became 
Recorder of Norwich. In 1879 he was appointed judge of County Court 
Circuit No. 54. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Sir Aveustus Kerret Steruenson, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of 
the Honourable Socicty of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Mr. 
Douglas Brown, Q.C. 





CIIANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Mr. Anprew Meceyx, solicitor, of Chelmsford, has taken into partnership 
as from 2nd January prox. Mr. Francis Stunt, solicitor, of 12, Great 
Marlborough-strect, W., and the style of the firm will be Meggy & 
Stunt. 

Disso.vTion. 


Henry Sraincer and James Bannon, solicitors ‘Stringer & Bannon), 
New Romney. Oct. 11. [ Gazette, Dec. 9. 





GENERAL. 


There was a discrepancy last week in the statement of the terms of the 
will in Re Beddoes between the observations on the case at p. 95 and the 
report at p. 99. In the former the trust was stated to be ‘“‘ to permit A. to 
receive the rents during her life,’’ while in the latter it was ‘' on trust to 
pay the rents ’’ to A. for life. The former statement was correct, the trust 

ing “‘ to suffer or permit A. to receive the rents ”’ for life. 


The following barristers of Lincoln’s-inn have been re-appointed by that 
society members of the Board of Examiners established by the four Inns 
of Court under rule 4 of the ‘‘ consolidated regulations’’:—Mr. James 
Williams, of Lincoln College, Oxford, D.C.L.; Mr. Samuel Henry Leo- 
nard, of Lincoln College, Oxford, D.C.L.; and Mr. Richard Marrack, of 
8t. John’s College, Cambridge, M.A. A fresh examiner appointed by 
Lincoln’s-inn, in the place of Mr. Reginald Wiuslow, D.C.L., is Mr. 
Almaric Rumsey, of St. Mary Hall, Oxford, B.A., Professor of Indian 
Jurisprudence. 


Sir Andrew Fairbairn writes to the Times to complain of the present 
arrangement, whereby five of Her Majesty’s justices are taken away from 
their ordinary duties in order to try election petitions or else to preside 
over a commission in the sister island. This, he says, is the day fixed for 
opening the commission at Leeds, but such is the pressure of work else- 
where that the judge appointed to preside in the criminal court at Leeds 
is not expected to appear before to-morrow evening or Thursday morning. 
There is.a heavy cause list and over sixty prisoners awaiting their trial, 
and yet to-morrow, on the first day of the assizes, there will be only one 
judge to open the commission, charge the grand jury, and try the civil 
causes. Surely the legal business of a great county like Yorkshire is of 
equal importance to that of the Election and Evicted Tenants Commissions, 
and we should have a judge to preside in each of the courts on the first 
day of the assizes. 


On Tuesday, when Sir Forrest Fulton (the Common Serjeant) took his 
seat at the Central Criminal Court, the witnesses in the first and subsequent 
cases were called but none answered to their names. In this way the list 
was gone through, but not a single witness was found to be present, and 
the Common Serjeant directed that the recognizances in each case should 
be estreated. A case was then taken out of the Recorder's court, It so 
happened that the defaulting witnesses were all concerned in Mint cases, 
which co eae proms by the Treasury. When the witnesses arrived they 
were questioned as to their absence. All seemed to have been under the 


impression that the court would not sit until half-past 10 o’clock. The 
Common Serjeant said the same thing occurred last sessions, but he would 
remove the estreatment on that occasion. It must, however, be distinctly 
understocd that the recognizances would be estreated after this notice, and 
the estreatment would be enforced. He should disallow the expenses of 
the police officer in charge of the case before him, and if the same thing 





occurred again he should take away the privilege which the Treasury in 
these matters enjoyed of having the cases taken first, so that they would 
have to take their chance with other prosecutors. It might be a serious 
matter for counsel, but the unwarrantable waste of time by the absence of 
witnesses must be «topped. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. AppraL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Cutty. Norra. 
SR TIOBS insiescevncesesacs 19 Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt 
esday Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ao Srieuixa. Kexkewicu. Romer. 
NE TRO: sicsgteideiedsbecc 19 Mr. Ward Mr. h Mr. Godfre 
Tuesday....... .20 Pemberten Bat Leach . 
Wednesday . Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Thursday .... oni Pemberton Beal Leach 
NI, viehs adanc sdk cart sawed 4s Ward Pugh Godfrey 





The Christmas Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 24th day of December, 1992, 
and terminate on Friday, the 6th day of January, 1893, both days inclusive. 








Waknina TO InTENDING House Puncnasers & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875\, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrrep in CHANCERY. 

Bui.vine Securities Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec. 3, dire:ted to be 
heard on Saturday, Dec. 17. Spreat & Bullivant, Nicholas lane, Lombard st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Dec. 16 

Evcnastox Brewery Co, Linvrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec. 8, directed to be 
heard on Dee. 17. Wellborne & Son, Duke st, Southwark, solors for petners. Notice 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Dec. 16 

Ho.rox Hitt Estate Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec. 31, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Clarke, 12, Westgate st, Cardiff 

Lonvon axp Home Counties Freenoitp Lanp Corroration, Limrrep—Petn for winding 
up, presented Nov. 26, directed to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J, on Dec. 17. 
Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec. 16 

Natiovay Fixayciat Corporatioy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov. 21, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, Dec. 17. Betteley, Finsb circus, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later n 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Dec. 16 

Nationa, Frvanciat Corroratioy, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov. 26, 
directed to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J, on Dec. 17. Francis & Johnson, 
Austinfriars, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec. 16 

Queen Ayye ann Garpen Mansioys, Lusrren—Petn for winding up, presented Dec. 5, 
directed to be heard on Dec. 17. Barker, Union ct, Old Broad st, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the ab »venamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Dee. 16 

West Coast Trapixa Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec. 5, directed to be 
heard on Saturday, Dec. 17. Taunton & Dade, ‘opthall avenue, solors for petners. 
Notice of app2aring must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Dec. 16 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 13. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep my CaHancery. 

Jorpan & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan. 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Wells, 67, Elder st, 
Brighton 

Scare Composite Brock Roap anp Pavixa Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan. 19, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Crawford Wall Slade, Central chmbrs, Stow Hill, Newport. D.suncey, New- 
port, Mon, solor for liquidator 

Unrinucini Syxvicate, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send 
their memes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to D. Macdonald, 
60, Watling st , 

Wacker & Hacxixe, Lunrep—Creditors having any claims or demands are required to 
send notice, on or before Jan. 10, to P & J Watson, 9, Broad st, Bury, solors for liquidtr 

Unxtiwitep in CHANCERY. 

Cousty Hai Storm Insurance Co—Creditors are required, on or before Jan. 11, to send 
their names an , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James William 
Chesshyre, 60, Fore st, Hertford 

Wituiam Levert & Co itors of the old company are requested, on or before Jan. 31, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Joseph Holland and George Haynes, at the offices of J. H. Byrne & Co, 81, Gracechurch 
st. Norr.—The liquidators have paid off, in full, all the debts and liabilities of the old 
company, but this notice is publi in case any outstanding debts and claims have 

been overlooked. Loxley & Co, Cheapside, solors for liquidators 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 18. : ; 
Ayn, Aice Axwie, Foot’s Cray, Kent. Dec 10. Wilson vy Ann, Kekewich, J. Denni- 
son, Gracechurch st 
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Casts, Jouy rt Yeovil, Esq. Dec 10. Day v Davey, Kekewich, J. 
ewman 


& Co, Clement's i inn, ~_ 
Crimes, Josern, Choriton cum Hardy, Lancaster Cashier. Dec oe =. Passburg Grains 
Syndicate, Limited, vy Haywood, North, J. rth, J. Beckton, Mancheste 
Lancvons, Wi1am Jou, Portsmouth, ier. ae 5. ” tenglord v Lang- 
Chitty, J. Edmonds, Prudential bldgs, Portsmou' 
ae. ONATHAN Brown, Cheetham, Manchester, Timber Merchant. Dec 20. Statham 
v Statham, Registrar, ‘Manchester. Edgar, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 25. 

Besyett, Bensamin, Longhope, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 31. Harvey v Bennett, North, 
J. Sewell, Cirencester 

Humrureys, Henry, Wrexham, Denbigh, Solicitor. Dec 23. Marsh vy Humphreys, 
Ni » 9. Poyser, ‘Wrexham : 

Scorr, Gzorex, Thornley, Durham, Innkeeper. Dec 24. Swinburne v Renwick, Regis- 
trar, Durham. Forrest, Durham 

SyKEs, Wituiam, Heekmondwike, York, Solicitor. Dec 21. Woodcock v Sykes, Keke- 
wich, J. Chadwick, Dewsbury 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 6. 
BawpeEn, | Josnua, South Molton, Devon. Dec 31. National Provincial Bank of 
v Cresswell and Bawden v Cresswell, Kekewich, J. Reed, Guildhall chmbrs 
eas oe Durham. Dec 24. Sarsfield v Bulman, Registrar, Durham. 


e, 

Mex, Antonio, Richmond, Licensed Victualler. Jan 5. Ind, Coope, & Co v Feige, 
North, J. Metcalfe, Idol lane, Eastcheap 

Srensiey, Mancarer, Shildon, Durham. Dec 24. Hall v Hunter, Registrar, Durham. 
Proud, Bishop Auckland 

Wirrtex, NATHANIEL, Brownsend, Gloucester, Farmer. Jan7. Webb v Witten, Chitty, 
J. Vernon Smith, Ledbury 


London Gazette.—-Toxsvay, Dec. 9. 


Ayes, Frank Avan, Ringwood, Hants, Builder. Jan. 10 Mercer v Ayles, Chitty, J. 
ohns, Ringwood 


Luxer, Cuaries Avucustus, —— Restaurant Proprietor. Jan. 6. Booth v Grice, 
Kekewich, J. Kirk, Live 

Suunty, Fraycis, Guildford a vy ee Jan. 7. Keen v Shurly, North, J. Kent, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 29. 
Barney, Srerney, Fareham, co Southampton, Esq Dec 31 Kelsall & Gillson, Fareham 
Becks, Arruur Tuomas, Aston, Birmingham, Metallurgist Dec 14 Hinds, Stourbridge 
Caya, Ropert Wii.iam, College of New York Jan 24 Thomas, Chancery lane 
Cosszy, Srernen, Carlton, Colville, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 24 Norton & Co, Lowestoft 


Des Bocuse Browniow, Hare st, Woolwich, Draper Jan 14 Langhams, Bartlett 
Holborn circus 
Drayy x Bayiy i Arp, Camberwell grove, Esq Jan 16 Bower, Lincoln’s inn field 
Camberwe! 
Fanrrett, Tuomas, Kilnhurst, Yorks, Collier Dec 31 Verity & Baddiley, Doncaster 


rome & Bexvamin Frepenicx, Gibraltar Farm, Herts, Farmer Dec 31 Knowles, 


Fiercuer, Saran, Stratford on Avon Jan5 Slatter & Co, Stratford on Avon 
Goozgr bg oe Ex.ineer, Ringwould, Kent, Licensed Victualler Jan 8 Mowll & 
Ww! ver 

Hawruorye, Aurrep, Smith’s rents, Greenwich, Army Pensioner Marsland & Co, 
Leadenhall st 

Ho..ivexnurst, Ayn, Lancaster Dec 2i Sharp & Son, Lancaster 

How, Jutiet Ann, Goring, Sussex Jan4 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 

Hupsoy, Wi1114M, Kingston upon Hull, Warehouseman Dec 31 Gresham, Hull 


Hu at +5 Rt Hon Wintiam Wextworra FirzWit.am, Curzon st, Mayfair Dec 31 
H White, Gt Marlborough st 
Hu came gin kas Rusholme, Manchester Dec 27 Higson & Son, Manchester 


Ince, big enn Douglas, Isle of Man, Esq Dec 31 Belfrage & Co, John 
8 row 
Joes, tae Liansantfraid Glan Conway, co Denbigh, Gent Jan7 Harvey & Co, 


Liverpoo 
Kyvrry, Witt1aM James, Landseer rd, Bow Jan6 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 
McCieary, Tuomas, Hulme, Manchester, Ostler Dec 24 Crofton & Craven, Manchester 


Moxwortay, Wit.1am, Centre avenue, Covent Garden Market, Salesman Dec 23 But- 
ton & Co, London and County Bank House, Covent Garden 
Nicnoison, Hannan, Appleby, Westmrid Dec 24 Thomas, Appleby 


Nicovas, Perer James, Leadenhall st Jan13 Ros¢-Innes & Co, Billiter sq bldgs 
Fors Sar Baxvock Temr.ter, Kempshott rd, Streatham Dec 21 Foord, 
Powe, Isaac Ormspy, Godstone, Surrey, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan 3 Currie, 


Furnival’s inn 
Ricuarps, Saran, Tiverton, Devon Dec 25 Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 


Sow, “game, Mary Lovisa, West Wickham, Kent Jan 9 Wheatly & Co, New inn, 
me) es ——-* Farm Gill pk, nr Stroud, Glos, Esq, JP, DL Dec 31 
Lit 


Tay or, Emma, Horley, Surrey Jani Busk & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Tuomas, Nawyy Ferris, Truro Jan 2 Paige & Grylls, Redruth 


Tuenereoss, Seomes Epwarp, Copthall chmbrs, Stock Jobber Jan1 Allingham, 
lersbury 
Wisslinn, Saran, Warrington Dec 31 Browne, Warrington 


Warkins, Ricnarp, Barnston, co Chester, retired Groom Dec 23 Holden, Birkenhead 
Wnuicut, Jouy, Edgbuston, Birmingham, Gent Jan 20 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 


London Gazette.—Fuivay, Dec. 2. 
A.vrprr, Iss,ac, Long Acre Dec19 Tidy & Tidy, Sackville st 
A..en, Grorce, Attleborough, Norfolk, Horse Breaker Jan2 Hall, Attleborough 
Ayprews, Joun, Beoley, Worcs, Farmer Dec 30 Burton, Birmingham 
Arcuer, Epwarp Joux, Southampton, Batchelor of Medicine Dec 21 Manuel & Manuel, 


Southampton 
evar H M Consul General, Vera Cruz, Brazil Dee 24 Argles & Co, Grace- 
e 


Barrow, ALEXANDER Mac LEAN, St Leonard’s on Sea, Esq Jav7 Young & Co, St 
Mildred’s court, Poultry 

Bynyz, Saver Heyry, Brighouse, Halifax, Wire Manufacturer Jan7 Steward, Leeds 

Circe, Mary, Sale, co Chester Jan7 Sale & Co, Manchester 


Cuoorrn, Joun Kincuony, Reading, Gent Dec 31 Poyser & Co, Maidenhead 





CorrreLp, Cuar.es, Bridgnorth, Salop, Gent Jan10 Medlicott, Knighton and Shrews- 
Ex.is, Hensert, East Farleigh, Kent, Esq Jan2 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 
Farnixeton, Tuomas, Nazing, Essex, Licensed Victualler Jan 15 Spence & Co, Hertford 
Friowen, Josern, Leek, Staffs, Gent Feb1 Hacker & Allen, Leek 

Fayex, Catuenrye, Darlington Dec 23 Waistell, Northallerton and Darlington 
Gansxer, Wrt1am, Birkenhead, Bookkeeper Jan7 Lamb & Taylor, Birkenhead 

Git, Ra my Kipinetox, Grayshott rd, L der hill, Chemist Dec 31 Wilicocks, 


ew inn, 
eat Josern STEERE, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer Dec 31 Martin & Sons, Not- 


Hast1xos, Jou, Longham, Norfolk, Gent Feb 1 Cooper & Norgate, East Dereham 

Heap, Wit.14m, Shobrooke, Devon, Gent. Dec 25 J &8 P Pope, Exeter 

Bovsas, Fasmm, Moulton, co Chester, retared Farmer Jan10 A & J E Fletcher, North- 
wi 


Howsoy, Tuomas, Blackpool, Gent Feb 28 Banks & Co, Preston and Blackpool 
Hume-Dick, Rt me A Wenrworrs FrrzWii.1am, Curzon st, Mayfair Dec 3i A 
&H Gt Marlborough 


IneLanp, Tuomas, Norwich, retired Farmer Dec 2i Bavin & Daynes, Norwich 
Jounson, Tuomas, Birmingham, Refreshment House Keeper Dec 21 Cottrell & Sons, 


Kexsacu, Ricnarp, Burtonwood, Lancs Jan2 White & Sons, Warrington 

Lazarus, Zapea, Bloomsbury sq,Esq Jani16 Joseph & Hyam, Finsbury pavement 

wea Owen, Craven hill gardens, Hyde park, Esq Jan 31 Richardson & Sadler, 
Gol 


Lyons, Waasae Parxer, Bolton, retired Inspector of Weights and Measures Jan 16 
Dowling & Co, Bolton 


Macseatu, SUSANNAH Cuambers, Taunton Dec 24 A G Nock, Taunton 
MacVixz, Jouy, Perth, Gent Dec 20 Emson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Marks, Faepericx, Winkfield, Berks, retired Baker Dec 31 Sargeant & Haye, Bracknell 


Manrsua.y, Eowarp, Copeland rd, Rye lane, Peckham, Cooper Jan 13 Saxton & Son, 
Queen Victoria st 
Maruews, Joun Fautxyer, Reigate, Surrey Dec 31 Hertslet, Hornsey rise 


Marruews, Eowarp, North End, Portsea, Hants, retired Licensed Victualler Jan 14 


Morris, GroraE, Esq Jani2 Benett, Devonport 
Pansons, Percevat Moses, Blackheath, Kent Dec 15 Devonshire & Monkland 
Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 
Pow . a Harcourt, Drinkstone pk, Suffolk, Esq Jan 31 Woodrooffe & 
ew sq, Lincoln’s inn 
eh. HOMAS, Stagichurst, Kent, Builder Jan2 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 


Sanps, Jouy, Chilvers Coton, co Warwick, Gent Dec 31 Bland, Nuneaton 
Seers, See Birmingham, Foreign Provision Broker Jan 26 Ryland, Martineau, 


Taxion, Wiu1aM, Maidstone, Kent, Esq Jan 2 Monckton & Son, Maidstone 

Tuicx, Many Aww, Clifton, Bristol Janié E & E A Harley, Bristol 

Truiy, Joun, Sandy, Beds, Market Gardener Jan14 Smith, Sandy 

Uatow, James ~ aemeans Bawvey, Roman rd, Bow, Linen Draper Jan7 Mason & Co 
Gresham 

Veronese, Howarp Waicut James, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor Dec 31 Briggs & Co, 


ncoln’s inn 
Wurrcomse, Josern Gxorcx, Portsmouth, Esq, Alderman Dec 31 Howell, Portsmouth 


Woop, Joux, Consett, co Durham Dec 2il Mawson, Durham 

Leteer Joun Patmer, St Leonard’s st, Pimlico, Engineer Jan 2 Nicholson, Gray's 

Wonrrn, "amd LieweE.uy, Bristol, Wine Merchant Jan15 Sturge, Bristol 

Wnror, Exizaveru Any, Winton, nr Manchester, Innkeeper Dec 31 (ériftiths & Bowden, 
Manchester and 





London Gaszette.—Tusspay, Dec. 6. 
Banves, Cuarves, Ilford, Essex, Builder Jan 25 T & F P Baddeley, Leadenhall st 
Bare, Wititram ALEXANDER, Northampton, Doctor of Medicine Jani6 Becke & Green, 
Northa 


mpton 
Basuam, Joux, Haverhill, Suffolk, Clothier Jan6 Freeman, Haverhill 
ee ~ James Tay.Lor, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent Jan 6 Hickman, Birming- 


iy 
Bowvey, Rosert, Minehead, Somerset, Bootmaker Dec 25 Hole, Minehead 
Brock, a gpa Bishop’s Waltham, Clerk Mari Gunner & Renny, Bishop’s Waltham, 


Davis, Joun Monrimer, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at Law Dec 31 HF & RW 
tr Lincoln's inn fields 


Duxy, Bensamin, Reading, Undertaker Dee 24 Creed, Reading 
Gnrixrson, Jouy, Liverpool, Estate Agent Jan 31 Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 
Havygs, Wriiu1A™M (jun), Sale, co Chester, Hoop Iron Merchant Jan 14 Preston, Manchester 


Kipp, Marty, Holmfirth, Yorks, Solicitor Jan 10 Lawton, Halifax; Tinker, Hepworth, 
nr Huddersfield 
Lawn, Josern, Hanley, Grocer Jan 31 Heath, Hanley 


Mitune, Apetarpe, Tunbridge Wells Jani Milling & Compston, Leeds 

Mine, Bexsamis, Halifax, Innkeeper Jan 7 Jubb & Co, Hallifax 

Parks, Geonaz Tomas, Dover, Builder Jan 16 Carder, Dover 

Porter, Goro, Moor Crichel, Dorset, Yeoman Dec 16 Luff, Wimborne Minster 
Prior, Cuartes Dennis, Southampton Dec 2i Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Pu.uy, Steruen, Whittington Farm, Hayes, Farmer Jan2 Garner, Uxbridge 
Purcuase, Atsert Eowarp, Lymington, Hants Jan5 Purchase, Queen Victoria st 


Reason, Tuomas Geonoe, Patshull rd, Kentish Town, Esq Jan1 Peacock & Goddard, 
South sq, Gray’s inn 
Savace, Georos, Preston, Grocer Jan 5 Clarke, Preston 


Sarr, Eowakp Fisuen, Avenue rd, Regent’s pk, Esq, JP Jan 2 Smith, Victoria st 
Sripps, ), Bawiee Joux, Milton next Gravesend, River Pilot Jan 14 Tolhurst & Co, 
Surcuseve, | SS Courthorpe rd, Gospel Oak, Artist Jan 20 Faulkner, Chandos st, 


Tasker, Frank Anam Leckhampton, Glos Jan7 Furber, Gray's inn square 


Wicxuam, Catuantse, Bingham, Notts Jan6 Millington & Simpon, Boston 
Wixog, Freperice, Norwich, Gent Dec 81 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 


Wiiiiams, Faxpeerck St Craree, Oxford Notting retired Assistant Cum- 
missioner in Indian Civil Service March 1 
Wiicur, Jous Heyny, Barrington rd, sires Jan 5 & Go, Gracechurch st 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetite.—Fripay, Dec. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asuros, Cuarces James, Essex rd, Islington, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec 7 Dec 7 
Bureakcey, Eowin Franxuiy, and Atrraep BLeaKk.ey, 
Cotton Spinners Burnley Pet Dec 7 Ord 


Bowacixa, Lovovico, Fenchurch avenue, Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov10 Ord Dec 7 

Bromrieip, J Corey, Threadneedle st, Engineer High 
Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 6 

Brown, Eomunp, Aintree, nr Liverpool, Hay Dealer 
Live 1 Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Brows, Witt1am James, Hulme, nr Manchester, Provision 

ealer Manchester Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

But, Srerney, Winchester, Chimney Sweeper Winches- 
ter Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Burroy, Mariay, Berwick Grove, nr Shrewsbury, Widow 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Cuampens, ALrrep, ees Shoeing Smith Reading 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 

Covemay, ALFRED A Crowborough, Sussex, Corn 
Dealer Tunbridge W ells. Pet Dec 6’ Ord Dee 6 

Caocker, Groner, Gateley rd, Brixton, late Baker High 
¥ Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 6 

Duxrorp, Jonn Hartiey, Rotherham, Hair Dresser Shef- 
field Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Dunkuey, ALrrep, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leices- 
ter Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Evuonn. Joux Hersert Wiitiam, Pontardulais, Glam, 
Brewer’s Traveller Swansea Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Freemas, Antuvr, Hereford, Tailor Hereford Pet Dec7 
Ord Dec 7 


Friru, Rosert Axprew, Whitwick, Leics, Grocer Burton 
on Trent Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Gives, Tuomas, Gt Marlborough st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Gwytner, Jonx, Lamphey, Pembs, Shipwright Pembroke 
Doc Pet Dec 5 Orc Dee 5 

Haicu, Joux Otproyp, Huddersfield, Furniture Dealer 
Huddersfield Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 7 

Hawnvs, Joun Tuomas, Birmingham, Leather Seller Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Hucues, Wituram, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Butcher 
Portmadoc Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec7 

Husenreys, Eowarv Greorcr, Menai betes, an glesey, 

otel keeper Bangor Pet Dec5 Ord I 

Hurros, Ricuarp Bray, Halesowen, Worcs, ‘een Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

[usrrsoy, James Henay, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet 
JecG Ord Dec 6 

Juxes, Ricuarp, Gadfa, Liantrisint, Anglesey, Farmer 
Bangor Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Lexsarp, Ricnarp Cocxertos, Derby, Boot Maker Derby 
Pet 6 Ord Dec6 

Livesey, Evwarp Wit.iam, The Willows, Shepperton, 
late ae amanteny Agent Kingston, Surrey Pet Dec 
3 Ord Dec 3 

Liovp, Eowarp, Bridge End, Whitton, Radnor Wheel- 
wright Leominster Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Lock woup, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet Dec 
5 

Marruews, Gaones, Bath, Mason Bath Pet Dec7 Ord 


Mitis, Revsex, West | aaa spool, Grocer Sunderland 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 
Mornis, Henry A, apace, Grocer Swansea Pet Nov 2 


Muncey, Bicuarp Lewy, Milton rd, Acton, of no occupa- 
tion Brentford Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Parraery, fe Swansea, Cycle Maker Swansea Pet Dec 


6 Ord 
Pixven, Jour W iuLiAm, West Hartlepool, General Draper | 


Sunderland Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Po.tcuet, Hexny, & Co, late 8t Michael's House, Cornhill, 
Company Promoters High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord | 
7 


Rerse, Anxiz Isavetta, Wood st, Jersey Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dee7 

Rowntree, Georcx, and Marcarer Rowstree, 
ia. Cumbrid, Grocers Carlisle Pet Dec 7 Ord 





Rowse, James, and Josern Tnomas Jewrwn, Calenick, 

:. Truro, Cornwall, Millers Truro Pet Dec 6 Ord 
6 

Sarorant, Frepentck ALexaxper, Verbena grdns, 
Hammersmith, Commission Agent to Prudential 
Insurance Office High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Banter, James, South Norwood, Surrey, Builder Croydon 
Pet Aug 9 Ord Nov 29 

Sims, Simox, Mountain Ash, Glam, Stoker 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Sixcer, Apranam, late Thomas st, Buck’s row, White- 
chapel, Fancy Shoe Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Nov 18 Ord Dec 5 

Souruerx, Georce H, Harringion 1rd, South Kensing- 
ton, Hotel Proprietor High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord 
Dec 5 

Srasnxanv, Cuarins Ricnarp, Danbury, Essex, Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Sysixcrox, Joux, Arruur Symixnorox, and Roserr Em- 
uetr Cocknort, Leeds, Box Makers Leeds Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dee 7 

Tare, Joux Lister, Hilderthorpe, Bridlington Quay, 
Pa ——~ of Insurance Scarborough Pet Dec 


Aberdare Pet 


Tauntox, Gronce Epwix, George st, Mansion House, 
Financial Agent High Court Pet Dee7 Ord Dec7 

Trica, Wu, LIAM, Hanley, Potter’s Manager Hanley Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Upat, Cuanies, Mona Hotel, Henrietta st, Covent Gar- 
den Court Pet Dec5 Dec 5 

Wesrercaarp, Tens Cunistian, Close, Moewenatle on Tyne, 
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Wesrtoy, Tuomas, Pa Derbyshire, Farmer Burton 
on Trent Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 6 

Woopnovse, Josern, and James Ciaxton, Goswell rd. 
Clerkenwell, Box Makers High Court Pet Dec 5 Ord 
Dee 5 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Dec. 6th :— 


Dixsoy, A H, Upper Bedford pl High Court Pet Sept 
28 Ord Dec 1 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Lioyp, Epwarp Frankuix, Liverpool, Organ Builder 
Liverpool Ord Aug3 Rese Dec 2 


ORDER DISMISSING PETITION AND RESCINDING 
RECEIVING ORDER. 

Payne, James Barrranp Pavey, St George’s Club, 

Hanover sq, A Retired Lieut Colonel High Court Pet 

July 23 Ord Aug10 Dis and Resc of Rec Ord Nov 25 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aycrnoury, Reve. Sypyey Bazay, Mann st, Walworth 
Dec 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Beacu, W, Exeter rd, Brondesbury, Builder Dec 16 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Beit, WituramM Henry, Romford, Essex, Baker Dec 16 at 
12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Bono, ALFRED, Holme next the Sea, Norfolk, Innkeeper 
Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bray, Cuarces Hewry, St Leonards on Sea, Draper Dec 
19 at 1230 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 

Browx, Witiiam James, Hulme, Manchester, Provision 
Dealer Dec 16 at 3.30 Ogden chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

Burtox, Marian, Berwick grove, nr Shrewsbury, Widow 
Dec 16 at 11 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 


Catperwoop, Grorce Hewry, Farringdon rd, Artificial 
Flower Material Manufacturer Dec 19 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

CotvarD, Freperick, Highbridge, Somerset, Hotel Keeper 
Dec 16 at 11 _ Bristol Arms Hotel Bridgewater 

Davey, Rosert Wiiuiams, Mincing lane, Merchant Dec 
16at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Dunyx.ey, Atrrep, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Dec 19 
at 12.30 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Evwarps, Taomas, Melling, Lanes, Schoolmaster Dec 29 
at 2.30 Of Reo, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Farrucest, Wittram, Cadishead, Lancs, Blacksmith Dec 
16 at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Fietn, Bernuarp, Basinghall st, Leather Merchant Dec 
20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Haicu, Joux Otproyp, Huddersfield, Furniture Dealer 
Dec19 at 3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Hewypersoy, Isaac Vickers, Whitley, Northumbrid, Boiler 
Maker Dec 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

Hurworrtn, Tuomas, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Dec 16 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, L 

Jouxsox, Wiiiiam, King’s Heath, Wores, Commercial 
Traveller Dec 20at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Jones, James, Aberkenfig, nr Bridgend, Glam, Greengrocer 
Dec 20at 11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Jones, Joun Samvuer, Merthyr Tydfil, Clothier Dec 19 at 3 
Ctf Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Joxres, Morcan, Lampeter, Carpenter Dec 17 at 11 Off 
Ree, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 





5 | 
| 
| 
| Lewis, Wi.tiam, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Dec 19 at 


Kir«tey, James, South Shields, Solicitor Dec 19 at 2.30 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

| Lawrence, Cuartes Green, King’s Cliffe, Northampton- 
shire, Farm Bailiff Dec 19 at 12 Law Courts, New 
rd, Peterborough 

Lesnare, Ricnuarp Cockxertoy, Derby, Boot Maker Dec 
16 at 12 Off Rec, St James's chmbrs, Derby 


12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Licurexsteix, H J, and Georcre Breeze, Upper Thames 
st, Iron Merchants Dec 19 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

| Lsasreoor, Ricnarp, Luton, Beds, Straw. Hat Manufac- 
turer Dec 22 at 10.15 Court house, Luton 

Maclyryre, Hues, Wolverhampton, Public house Mana- 

R Dec 20 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

2AM, Davip, Island of Portland, Dorset, Licensed 
v ictualler Dec 16 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Mo.tiet, Louis Corra, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Traveller 
Dec 19 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Morris, Wittiam Joseru, Gt Malvern, Engine Driver 
Dec 16 at 1015 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Norrox, Cuasies Jouyn, Kirbymoorside, Yorks, Grocer 
Dec 19 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Osporsxe, Hexvert, & Tuomas Curry Scort, South Shields, 
Ship Owners Dec 16 at 12 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on Tyne 

O’Neit, Curisrorner, Jarrow, co Durham, Mattress Maker 
Dec 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
Tyne 

Teacney, Heyny James, Craven st, Charing Cross, 
Surveyor Dec 19 at12_ Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Pearsox, ALerrep Joux, Windso ra 
Agent Dec 16 at 3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Perit, Cuances, and Wavrer Evans, Vauxhall Bridge rd, 
Tailors Dec 20 at 1 Bankrupte bldgs, Carey st 

Price, Danizt, Nantymoel, Glam, Builder Dec 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

taLii, Sreruen Panpve.i, Westbourne ter, Hyde pk Dec 
2l1at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 














19atil Off Ree, 29, Queen st, Car 

Sanpers, J H, Bromley, Kent Dec 20 at 12.30 21, Railway 
app, London Bridge 

Sixcrairm, Evizapern, oi ive ool, late Licensed Victualler 
Dec 20 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Vic toria st, Liverpool 

| Sura, Jonny Wricur, Streatham, Surrey, Draper Dee 19 
at 11.3) 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 } Sxowvoy, F Sxaron, Portslade, Sussex, Manufacturers of } 


Ealing, Commission | 





Shee Dip Dec 16 at 12 “Of Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 
Brighton 

Soper, Witt1AmM Hevny, Torquay, Coach Builder Dee 20 
at1l Off Ree, 13, ord cir, Exeter 

Warsos, Grorer, the younger, late Rodridge Farm, nr 
Wingate, co Durham, Farmer Dec 16 at 2.30 Of 
Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Youne, ‘Baran ANN, Newport, Salop, Stationer Dec 20 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Bt Martin’s pl, Stafford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bai.uir, Rosert, Lashes wet,’ maar, Shipbuilder High 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord D 

Bray, Davin Henry, Pontypridd, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 

Briaas, Pair L., late of Bolton, Gent High Court Pet 
July 9 Ord Dec 8 

Browx, Epmunp, Aintree. nr Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 5 

Burvetrt, Atpert Epwarp, Sheffield, Steel File Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Nov11 Ord Dec 7 

BusrieLp, Ricnarp, Harmby, nr Leyburn, Yorks, Cattle 
Dealer Northallerton Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 5 

Crewe, Joseru, Wickham pl, High rd, Lower Clapton 
High Court Pet June 17 ‘Ord Dee 5 

Da.sy, Heraick, Banbury, Oxon, Timber Merchant Ban- 
bury Pet Nov7 O ec £ 

Davey, Rovert WILtIAMs, Mincing lane, Merchant High 
Court Pet Oct 20 Ord Dee 5 

Dixson, ALEXANDER Hamittroy, Upper Bedford pl High 
Court Pet Sept 28 Ord Dec 5 

Duxsrorp, Jouys Harrvey, Rotheram, Hairdresser Sheffield 
Pet Dee 5 Ord Dec 5 

Epson, Joux Hersert Wit11am, Pontardulais, Glam, ae 
Prewer’s Traveller Swansea Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Epwarps, Tuomas, Melling, Lancs, Schoolmaster Liver 
pool Pet Nov14 Ord Dec7 

Farruvurst, Wiii1am, Cadishead, Lancs, Blacksmith, Sal- 
ford Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 5 

Freeman, Artuur, Hereford, Tailor Hereford TPet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 

Fritn, Roserr Anprew, ee. Leics, Grocer Burton 
on Trent Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec ! 

GarnyuaM, Exvizapetu Mivat, New Oxford st, Hosier 
High Court Pet Nov12 Or! Dec5 

Gisss, Tuomas, Great Marlborough st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 5 

Gwytuer, Jonx, Lamphey, Pembs, Shipwright Pembroke 
Dack’ Pet Dec 5 Ord'Dec 5 

Haicu, Joun Oxproyp, “_- Furniture Dealer 
Huddersfield Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 

Hanns, Joun Tuomas, a ~_ Pp Cute Seller Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Harpy, “Roser, oy oe st, Chemist High Court Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Dec 5 

Hovexiyxs, Georce, Manchester, Merchant Manchester 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 5 

Hore, Javxs Jonsox, Darlington, Builder Stockton on 
Tees and Middlesborough Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 6 

Hucues, Witt1am, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Butcher 
Portmadoc PetDec3 Ord Dec7 

Issirsox, James Henry, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 


Kozuter, Ricuanp, Old st High Court Pet Oct 2) Ord 
Dec 6 


Lock woop, Taomas, Brighton, Grocer Brighton Pet D.c 
5 Dec 5 


Confectioner 


Hay Dealer 


Matuert, Grorce, Pokesdown, co Southampton, Builder 
Poole Pet Nov 22 Ord Dee 3 

Mit.is, Revsex, West Hartlepool, Grocer Sund rland 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Parrrey, James, Swansea, Cycle Maker Swansea Pct 
Dee 6 Ord Dec 6 


Rowse, James, and Josern Tuomas Jewewr, Calenick, nr 
Truro, Cornwall, Millers Truro Pet Dec 6 Ord 
Dec 6 

‘ 

Sarcent, Freperick ALEXANvER, Verbena gardens, Hain- 
mersmith, Commission Agent to —— Insurance 
Office High Court Pet Dec5 Ord De 

Simmons, Cuar.es, Granville rd, Hornsey, Sevier High 
Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Dec 5 

Sins. Sinoy, Mountain Ash, Glam, Stoker Aberdare Tet 
Dec 5 Ord Dee 6 

Syowpon, F Seaton, Portslade, Sussex, Manufacturer of 
Sheep Dip Brighton Pet Oct11 Ord Dec7 

Srevens, Wittiam Secvar, Luton, Beds, Florist 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 6 

Sysixerox, Jouy, Arravr Symiserox, and Ro»xrt 
Emmett Cocxrort, Leeds, Box Makers Leeds Pet 
Dec 7 Ord Dec7 

Tarr, Joun Lister, Hilderthorpe, Bridiington Quay, 
Yorks, Collector of Insurance Scarborough Pet Dec 


Luton 


7 Ood Dec7 

Txico, Witu1am, Hanley, Potter’s Manager Hanley Pet 
Dee 6 Ord Dec 6 

We.usteap, Freverick Evwarpv, Swanage, Dorset, Builder 
Poole Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 3 

West, Hexry Gamo, Broadstairs, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet Nov4 Ord Dec3 


Stationmaster 


| Weston, Tuomas, Snelston, Derbyshire, Farmer Burton 


| 


Rozerts, Jony, Cardiff, formerly Licensed Victualler Dec | 


on Trent Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Wonenrsiey, Jonn Lez, York, Songman York Pet Dec2 

Dec 2 

Woopaouse, Joseru, and James Ciaxroy, Goswell rd, 
Clerkenwell, Boxmakers High Court Pet Dec5 Ord 
Dec 5 

Younc, Horace, Wadhurst, Sussex, late Corn Dealer 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 6 


London Gazette—Turspay, Dee. 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Darnow, Cuances, Great Yarmouth, Commission Agent 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
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Bayurrrs, Cuaries, Redmariey, Wi ~_ pied Farm 
Bailiff Gloucester Pet Dec 8 Ord Dee 8 

Bex, Wiiu1am, Eckstein rd, Clapham Juncti 
Traveller Wandsworth Pet Dec8 Ord oo mag 

Boorye, Cuaries James, _—— of no occupation Wal- 
sall Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 

—~ Grorcs Henry, Parkhurst rd, Bowes ~e. _— 

sale Jeweller Edmonton Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 


Caussy, Tuomas, Lower Winchendon, Bucks, niin 
Aylesbury Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Coox, Taomas Camparx, Newton ~ pa eed Pianoforte 
Dealer Exeter Pet Deo 8 Ord 
Coorzr, Jonn Bartvett, a age 
Coffee house Keeper Hig Court et Bige Dee > 9 oui 
9 


Dec 

Corram, Witt WHatey, » ary, late Licensed Victualler 
Bolton Pet Dec9 Ord 

at ma WIiLuias, chemi sh y SES Sheffield Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Dec 8 

Curtis, Josers, Bilston, Staffs, Baker Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 9 


DanieLs, Joun Henry, Mountain Ash, Glam, Painter 
Aberdare Pet DecS Ord Dec8 

Duncay, Wiiu1amM Exviorr, Lombard st, Commission 
Agent High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 9 


Evans, Wituiam, Gifford st, 5 rd, Cow-keeper 
High Court Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 

Eynon, Jouny, Britonferry, Glam, A Neath Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 8 


Fintay, Witu1am Paton, Jackson’s bldgs, sueay Park, 
Build der High Court Pet DecS Ord Dec 


rae — Liverpool, late Licee Vitale Liver- 
pool Pet Nov 17 Ord Dee § 

om Henry, Ipswich, late a Ipswich Pet Dec 

Ord Dee 9 

eum) Ww O, Montpelier st, Brom 4 of no occupation 
High Court Pet Nov 16 Ord 

Grinyer, Wivt1AM James, the ad nt Arrnur Apams, 
and James Temp.e, ews Cyele Saddle Makers 
Coventry Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 


Hart-Davises, Joun, Kingsdown, Bristol, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Bristol Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Heasman, Heyry Wi.uiam, Brighton, Watchmaker 
Brighton Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Hopkins, Evirn, Westwold, St Stephen’s, New Brunswick, 
Canada, Photographer Exeter Pet Oct17 Ord Dec8 
Huaues, Epwarp, Solihull, Warwickshire, Builder Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Janes, Arert, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manufac- 
turer im saemage 4 Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Jounson, coms, © ortheath, nr Waeumonsien, 
house Keeper Wolverhampton Pet Dec 9 Ord Dees 
Jounett, Town ey, Penarth, Glam, Commission Agent 
Cardiff Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
Jones, Jouy, —_ } a Fruiterer Pontypridd Pet 
Nov 24 Ord Dec 
Kays, Martin Sent Doughty st, Mecklenburgh sq, of 
no occupation High Court Pet Nov1 Ord Notting 18 
Lavis, Witt1am Henry, _—e Stationer 
ham Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Lez, a Gorleston, Norfolk, Boatbuilder Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
LinkiaTer, Henry & Co, yey st, Ship Brokers 
me ae ow ~ Oct 25 — 
VELL ENRY GEORGE, dsomer a Somerset, 
2 Tailor Wells Pet Dee 10 22 Rs 
APP, ILLIAM, onmouth, late palsies Newport, 
Mon Pet Dec9 Ord Dec? 
Me.tiows, Joz, Balby, nr Deaeenter, Sheep Dipper Shef- 
field Pet DecS Ord Dec 8 
Neave, Avsert, Steyning, Sussex, Joiner Brighton Pet 
Dec 8 Ord Dec8 
Parsons, Joun, Langton, nr Tunbridge Wells, Kent, 
Dairyman Tunbridge Wells Pet +23 Ord Dec 8 
Pixcnarp, Wittiam Ayrton Bipputen, Dewsbury, Solici- 
tor Dewsbury Pet Dec 9 Ord Dee 9 
Porrer, Tuomas Fawcerr, Thornaby on Tees, Wheel- 
wright Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dee 7 
Rapotyrre, Wittiam, High st, Camden Panay Watch- 
maker High Court Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 
Rees, Rees Morcan, Coed Cae Ddu, ‘Abertillery, Mon, 
F saab U nderground Agent Tredegar Pet Dec 10 Ord 
Jec 10 
Reyyoups, Jonxs Rovert Lakxevanp, Pokesdown, Christ- 
os Haats, Ironmonger Poole Pet Nov 30 Ord 
ee 8 
Scarsoroun, Wi.iiam, Nelson, Lancs, Stonemason’s 
Labourer Burnley Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Scorr, Joux, Ripon, Yorks, Painter Northallerton Pet 
Dec 9 Urd Dec 9 
Sixzininex, ARTHUR, wy = Mold, Flints, Chemist 
Chester Pet D-c10 Ord Dee 
Saacipace, Joun, Langroyd, Colne, RES formerly Cotton 
Manufacturee Burnley Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 9 
Sracoine, Montaaur, Marylebo me lane High Court Pet 
Nov 15 Ord Dec 8 
Sreecutey, Wittiam Bevvamy, Ely, Auctioneer Cam- 
bridge Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Sranuey, Seeman, Wisemore, Walsall, Licensed Victualler 
Walsall Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Summers, Witt1am, Lower rd, any Cheesemonger 
High Court Pet Dec 8 Grd Dec 8 
TanTRum, Fag! Bucknell, Salop, Farm Labourer Leomin- 
ster 


T. C yf oo Del de, I W, 

APLEN, CHARLES Ropinsoy e wep tn R 
Pet'Dee? Ord Dec? set 

Tuomas, Davin, Lleinan, Liand ire, 


yssul, 

Weaver Carmarthen Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 10 

Vieoren, Heney, Hastings, Gilder Hastings Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dee 8 

WwW Been. § Heney Puitursox, Pembroke, Watchmaker 

Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Woon, Fraxx, Minehead, Somerset, Carpenter Taunton 
w 96, Roan ee 

oop, Bosert, x Som, General Dealer Brighton 
Pet Dec8 Ord 


Weinun, Rane ont Peas iain <1 Bm 
Regent st, Auctioneers High Court 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
publi in the London Gazette Dec. 9 :— 
Hurron, Ricnarp Bray, Birmingham, Brewer Birming- 

ham Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Rowntree, Gzonar, and Margaret Rownrres, Bramp- 
= Cumbrid, Grocers Carlisle Pet Dec 7 Ord 
7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barser, Cuanves, Sheffield, Cutlery Forger Dec 21 at 1 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, —~ og 


Bay.irre, Curves, Redmariey, y ee = Farm 
Dec 20 at 11 Off Rec, A King st, Gloucester 
Butt, Srerney, Winchester, Dee 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Soap 
Coates, Cuan.es, Linthorpe, nr Middlesborough, Mercan 
tile Clerk Dec 21 at 3 tye 8, ‘Albert rd, Middles- 


be 
Coox, Tuomas}Campaty, Newton Abbot, Devon, Pianoforte 
Dealer Dec 22 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exeter 
Coster, James, Eastbourne, my # Dee 21 at 2.30 Off 


24, Railwa: Lond: 
See \Waneres, Toernshy on Tees, late Grocer Dec 
21 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Dunrorp, Joun Hartiey, Roth Hair Dresser Dec 
21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, id 


Eaves, Simson, Park gate, nr or Retentem, Grocer Dec 21 
at2 Off Rec, oe tone, Seo 
muses, JAMES, ith-Eastern District Office, 
Borough, Chief Clerk De 21 at 12 
a et bidgs, Carey st 
Fura, Rosgrt Axnprew, Whitwick, Leics, Grocer Dec 21 
at'2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


Ge.per, Faxpericx, Doncaster, formerly Extractor Dec 

G ms, Hany, Ipaich, Figtres lene Dec 20 at 12 36 
inps, Henry ic eeper a 

Prince’s st, Ipswich : 


Houmpsreys, Epwarp Seoae, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, 
Hotel Keeper Dec 21 at 2 chmbrs, Chester 
Humpnreys, BERT, Croydon, atchmaker’s Assistant 

Dec 20 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 


Jouxsoy, Curistoruen, Fairfield, nr Stockton on Tees, 
Farmer Dee 21 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


borough 
Jones, Joun, Porth, atm, Fruiterer Dec 22 at 12 Off 
Kec, Merth 
erd’s bush, Brewer's 


JouLe, Francis id rd, Sh 
Traveller Dec 20 at 2.30 Ban ptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Keieut.ey, James, Great Grimsby, Musician Dec 21 at 
11.30 Off Rec. ang) Ting 
| Or Re Jovtsy Halesowen, Worcs, Grocer Dee 21 at 12 


ley 
Lock woop, Tuomas, mg ge Dec 20 at 12 Off 

, 4, Pavilion b! 
Ladies Out- 


Mace, Joseru Frepericx, Belhon, Surrey, 
— Dec 21 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London 
ri 


Moors, Bensamin, Liverpool, Master Cooper Dec 21 at 3 
Off 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Sum noe A, Swansea, Grocer Dec 21 at 12 Off Rec, 
3i, ‘Alexandra. wansea 

Moncey, Ric — Lewin Milton rd, Acton, of no occupa- 
tion’ Dec 2 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Narsnsan, Harry Raymonv, Plymouth, Pianoforte Seller 
Dec 20at11 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 


Norruwoop, Davin, Cotton End, Eas Le a Farmer 
Jan3 at 11 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Prxcuarp, WittiaAm Ayrvon Bippu.en, Dewsbury, Solici- 


tor Dec22at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Porrer, Tuomas Fawcert, on Tees, Wheel- 
ne Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


ug 

Retce, AnNig —o A, pala Ray at, * paecepa reas 
Dee 20 at 11 rupte tey bldgs 

RownTREE, —. and ARGARET My Sl Bramp- 
ae Cumbrid, Grocers Dec 22 at 12 12, st, 


Row SE, James, and Josern Tuomas Jeweut, Calenick, nr 
, Cornwall, Millers Dec 20 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
Ri tae ge Ss Gn ao Md a Dec t 3 
rj aes 7. 28 a 
ff Rec, 8, "Mi St Teed 


AB. . Se FoR pe Toke gardens, Ham. 
mersmnith, Commission Aon & to Prudential Insurance 

Office Dec 21 atil Ban ptey yy = am Gs 

—— Se Beiuamy, Gly, A’ Dec 23 
at 12 Ree, 5, Petty ae 

Srancey, THomas, ee alent — ie Licensed Victualler 
Jan 12atil1 Off 

TuoRnTUWaITE, F aabiay Med mong on Tees, late Licensed 
Victualler 21 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


borough 
Taco, Witi1AM, Hanley, Potter’s Manager Dec 20 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Newcastle under 
Unsies Cgastm, en Hotel, Bide, 
23 at 12 19 Beabrupny Carey st 
— x sn ey ufacturer Dee 21 
Wan, Jean, Seed See gos Dec 21 at ll 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Waaman, Witutam Waves, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Dec 
2lat il Off Rec, 15, Osborae st, Gt Grimsby 
Warren, Sanan Evizabera, Barton on Humber, Tailor 
Dee 21 at 10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt mg 
Watkins, Hevey Puitur, Williamstown, Glam, Draper 


Dee 20 at 12 Off Rec, Merth: jp? ee 
Was, Georges, Tipton, Staffs, master Dec 22 at 
1 Rec, 





Wee her a Pavlliee bine Wheelwright Dec 20 at 3 


(Vol. 37.] 123 
Warnes, a, See, See Farmer Dec 20 


Frayk, Provision Deuler Dec 20 at 
wma Ses em te 


Ww J , and James ree Goswell rd, 
Glerkenwell, Box Maker Dec 22 at 12 Bahkruptey 
Wels Sussex, late Dealer Corn Dec 

Youre, Horac 
ai'att90. Spencer © Hother, Mount Pleasant, Tun- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
; Cu J 
AsuTon ARLES Fy ea es * ee eee 


Bannan as Cet Not 1s “4 Ord “Ord Dee 8” ee 


Barrow, Cuaries, Gt ar, Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Dec? Ord 10 
Wores, formerly Farm 


B Cua 
Avpailiff Gloucester Pet Dec ® Ord Deo 8 


Beacu, Wituiam, Exeter , Builder High 
Court Pet Nov7 Ord 
Bennett, Geonce Freverick Birmingham, Builder Bir- 
B Mises Ord Des 10 j Commercial 
we 1AM 
“praveller "Wandsworth Pet Deo 7 "Ord Dee 8 


ROOK, GEO Hevyny, Parkhurst Bowes . 
. Wheleasle Jeweller’ Ramenten Sy Dee Ged 


Dec 7 
Brows, Wii.1am James, Hulme, Manchester, 
Dealer Manchester Pet Dec 6 Ord Deo § 
Saas +a sq, Printer High Court 
eae Greoror Hewry, rd, Artificial 
Flower Material Manufacturer Court Pet Dec 3 


Ord Dec 8 

Cook, Tuomas Campatn, Newton sot, Deven, Pianoforte 
Dealer Exeter Pet Dec 7 Ord 8 

Corram, Witt Waautey, Bury, late Licensed Victualler 
Bolton Pet Dec9 Ord 9 

Dantes, Joun | Mountain 
Aberdare Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Evans, Weaen, ay st, Caledonian rd, Cowkeeper 


Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Eywyox, Jony, Beitontersy, Glam, Labourer Neath Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dee 8 


cam =k") jBenpamad Innkeeper Ipswich Pet Dec 
Quan CLARENCE Gourt Pet Get 15 Ord De st, Steamship 


15 Ord Dec9 
— ARLES hel wane Saori Se 


Ord Dec 8 
Hagan, ene Win Deh 1 
Hurron, Ricuarp Bray, Brewer Birming- 
5 ham Tabu Ord Dec 8 We 
wson, Josern, Shortheath, ar ver! Beer- 
“house | Ww Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 





N 
le Yarmouth —b - ete 
vesey, Everarp Wi.t1am, Willows, ~~ 
tate, Pasiiame _ 
Li J Bisuor, Builder Scar- 
Veeroe Seer a babes 
Loven eney Georat, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, 
Macl How Wolven ~ sd «| ES 
UGH 
“CWolverhampton Pet Nov #6 Ord Dee 9 
ear dey B Monmouth, late Innkeeper Newport, 


Me.tows, Jor, ; Baby, nr Sheep Dipper Shef- 


Doncaster, 
Dee 8 Ord Des 8 
Sussex, Joiner Brighton Pet 


Ossorne, Hexsert, and Taomas Curry oon, South 
Owners Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov9 


Moore, Bexsamin, Li 
- gy 19 
EALE, BERT, Steyning, 
Dee 8 Ord Dec 10 


Ord Dee 10 
Pataer, pak omy Auaxaxosn, Liverpool, Ironmonger Liver- 
Pet Nov 11 Dec 9 
Parker, Davin, Tobacconist Greenwich 
Pet Nov 23 


Perit, Henn Louis Exuisox, and Witiiam Ly Vaux- 
hall Bridge rd, Tailors High Court Pet Nov3 Ord 


Dec 7 
Porrsn, Tuomas Fawcerr, bye gh a 
Dec? Ord Dec7 = “ng - 
Rapetyrre, Wii11am, st, Camden Town, Watch- 
Court Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Rayner, Wiuiam Sevastian Grore a0 Deo 
avenue High Court Pet Sept 10 Dec 8 
Rees, Rees Morcan, Coed Cae Ddu, periery, 3m, 
ite Underground’ Agent Tredegs! Da ori 
ov 
Bem, Sanne Gt Warley, Essex, Licensed Victualler 
iv 
Ro Groner, and M Rowyrree, Bram 
“ton, Gumbrid, Grocers Carlisle ‘Pet Deo’ 6 Ord 


Dec 9 
Scorr, Joux, —. Yorks, Painter Northallerton P.t 
Dec8 Ord 9 
Senyee Drsenan, Haliian, Reteher Halifax Pet Nov 28 
Sixezn, Aprauam, late Thomas st, Buck’s row, White- 





ae ee 
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Sreecuiey, Wiasam Bettany, Ely, Auctioneer 
Pet Dec 8 


Srayiey, Tuomas, Wisemore, Walsall, Licensed Victualler 
aleall Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Srosizr, Joux, Joux Howiinsneap, and Epwarp Joun 
Sroyrer, Hanley, Earthenware Manufacturers Hanley 
Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec 9 
Summers, Witi1aMm, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, Cheesemonger 
High Court Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Taxtrum, Joux, Bucknall, Salop, Farm Labourer Leo- 
minster Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Sessme, Cnarves Ropinson, Ryde, IW, Greengrocer Ryde 
et Dec7 Ord Dec 8 
Tauntoxy, Gzorce Epwix, George st, Mansion House, 
Financial Agent High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Tuomas, Davin, Lleinan, Liandyssul, Cardiganshire, 
Weaver Carmarthen Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
Westoarrnu, Henry Pur.rrsox, Pembroke, Watchmaker 
Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Woop, Frayx, Minehead, Somerset, Carpenter Taunton 
Pet Deo 8 Ord Dse 10 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





'I%WO THOUSAND POUNDS Wanted on 

Second Mortgage of some well-let properties in the 
West of London; liberal interest paid; large surplus | 
income after allowing for all outgoings.—Only principals 
need © Owner, “ Solicitors’ Journal’? Office, 27, 
Chancery 


AW.—Managing Clerk in a large City 

4 firm desires to make Arrangements for Articles ; 
moderate salary required.—Address ConripenTiAL, 
Messrs. Re’ - & Son, Advertisement Offices, 


cery-lane, 
TAW—6 -—Great Saving. — Abstracts Copied at 

ixpence per sheet; Drafts, Costs, and Briefs One 
Penny per folio; Deeds Engrossed Three Half-pence = 
folio net.—Kerr & Lanuam, 3, Chichester-rents, by 84 
Chancerv-lan-, W.C 


| AW EXAMINATIONS. —Preparation by 
4 Correspondence for Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, 
ae , Intermediate Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. London, 

Bar Exams, and Inns of Court Studentships and Scholar- 
ships, by a Doctor of Laws of London University (1st in 1st 
Class Honours Intermediate, 3rd in Honours LL,B.). This 
method is more thorough and effective than Oral 





i 


| 





care of | 
44, Chan- | 
| per copy will be gives for the above at the Office, 


prepara- | 


tion, since a complete record is made of the student’s whole | 


course of work, with careful revision and corrections, and 
ample notes on all important points. A great saving of 
time is effected, and the system is therefore invaluable to 
yea who have only a few hours in the evening to devote 


remy No exams.—For further particulars and terms | 
‘0. 100, ** Solicitors’ Journal” Office, Chancery- | 


i 


R. 2. UTTLEY, “Solicitor, continues to 
— and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
~~ Fe 1 for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
A INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LB. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Maxy Puris nave TAKEN Hoxovrs.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of “‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 
MOLICITOR, 27, M.A. Oxon. (Honours), 
desires Permanency, such as Clerkship (with view to 
Partnership preferred) or Secretaryship where knowledge 
of law is required; some capital.—Address, Oxow1ay, 
esboreugh, reencroft-gardens, Priory-road, N.W. 


n ae) SOLICITORS, &c.—Two 

- required for an Industrial pra preliminary 
expenses already subscribed ; Qualification £250, in return 
for the introduction; Vendors Offer Solicitorship of the 
Company ; principals only.—Address by letter to M. A.,, 
care of Bates, Hendy & Co., 37, Walbrook. 


GRICULTURAL COLLEGE, Aspatria.— 


Science with Practice. Thorough training in all 

branches of iculture for farmers, land agents, colonists ; 

six farms, dairy school, &c.; six Royal Scholarships out of 

— gained last year.—Apply to the Principal, Dr. H. J. 
EBB. 


Directors 


cam- | REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 


LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


M 2888s H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
and Reversion Valuers and greg may be consulicd 
= all questions appertaini a, the above Interests. 
eir Periodical Sales (established by the late Mr. H. E. 
Marsh in 1843) occur on the First Thursday in each Month 
throughout the year, and are the recognized medium for 
realizing this description of property. Advances made, if 
required, pending completion, or permanent mortgages 
negotiated.—Address, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. 


'MRUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
fand others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Leon, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C. 


1893 Edition now ready, cloth extra, price 12s. 6d. 
TI.HE WINDSOR PEERAGE, BARONET- 

AGE, and KNIGHTAGE. Edited by E. WALFORD, 
M.A., Author of “ The County Families.” 

It gives nearly all the information contained in other 
| books at little more than a third the cost ; while it gives the 
| blazon of the arms of all hereditary titles, and full accounts 
| of all collateral branches in remainder to them. 

London : Cuatro & Winovs, 214, Piccadilly, W 


ew Edition, pp. 324, cloth 1s., post-free. 

‘OM(EOPATHIC FAMILY INSTRUC- 
TOR.—By Drs, R. and W. EPPS. Describes fully, 

and prescribes for, general diseases. London: JAMES 
EPPS & CO., 48, Threadneedle-street, and 170, Piccadilly. 
y ANTED, Copies of the ‘ Solicitors’ 
Journal”? for January 3lst, 1891, being No. 14 of 

Vol. 35, and October 31st, 1891, being No. 1 of Vol. 36. 6d. 


27, 


INTERESTS, 





Chancery-lane, W.( 
JHCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomMBARD- 
STREET, and 57, Cuarinc-cross, Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W.C.Macponatp,} Joint 
F. B. Macponaup, § Secretaries. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers 
IMPERIAL oysvrance company 


umutrep. FIRE. 


Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £200,000. 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, _ 


THE 


Head Offices—~ 
MCA Dale Stee 


LONDON & UreEred. 

LANCASHIRE 74, King William Street, 

LONDON. 

Liberal Commission 

allowed to MEMBERS 

et 8 OF THE LECAL PRO- 

FESSION for introdue- 
tion of business. 


INSURANCE cOMPAn 


M MM BSSES. 
CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
| da 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

ys have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1893, 

e held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, E.C. : 


| Thurs., Jan. 12 Thurs., April 27 
| Tues., Jan. 24 Thurs., May 4 
Thurs., Jan. 26 Wed., May 10 
Thurs., Feb. 2 Thurs., May 18 
| Thurs., Feb. 9 Thurs., May 25 
Thurs., Feb. 23 Thurs., June 8 
| Thurs., March 2 Thurs., June 22 
Thurs., March 9 Thurs., June 29 
Wed., March 15 Wed., July 12 
Thurs., March 23 Thurs., July 20 
Wed., March 29 Thurs., Aug. 3 
Thurs., April 6 Thurs., Aug. 10 
Wed., April 12 Wed., Aug. 16 Thurs., Dec. 7 
Thurs., April 20 Thurs., Aug. 24 Wed., Dec. 13 


Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
arranged. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of “The Times” ev ery Saturday a 
complete list of their forthcoming sales by auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold ond heanthold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
ground-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
forwarded free of charge on "Brondtre -No. (29, Fleet- 


street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.( 

\ ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
A FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investments, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 


Thurs., Sept. 7 

Wed., Sept. 13 

Thurs., Sept. 21 
Thurs., 


Thurs., Oct. 19 
Thurs., Oct. 26 
Thurs., Nov. 2 

Thurs., Nov 16 
Thurs., Nov 23 
Thurs., Nov. 30 








SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


Stocks, Shares, "and other Properties will be held at the 
AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, in the City of London, as follows — 
Tues., April 25 
Tues., May 2 
May 9 
May 16 
| 
| 


Tues., July 18 
Tues., July 25 
Tues., Aug. 1 
Tues., Aug. 8 
Tues., Aug. 15 
Tues., Aug. 22 
Tues., Oct. 3 
Tues., Oct. 17 
Tues., Oct. 31 


Tues., Jan. 10 
Tues., Jan. 24 
Tues., Feb. 7 
Tues., Feb. 21 
Tues., Feb. 28 
Tues., March 7 
Tues., March 14 
Tues., March 21 
Tues., March 28 
Tues., April 11 Tues., July 4 Tues., Nov. 14 
Tues., April 18 Tues., July 11 Tues., Dec. 5 


Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 
| country, by arrangement. Messrs. Debenham, Tewson, 
| Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
| for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 


DETAILED LISTS OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
| Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
| mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
| the Ist of each month, and can be obtained of Messrs. 
Debenham, Tewson, Farmer, & Bridgewater, Estate Agents, 
| Surveyors, ‘and Valuers, 80, Oheapsi e, London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No. 1,503. 

N ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’ 8 LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
and Shooting "Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and may be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, .C. 
| or will be sent by post in return for two stamps.—Particu- 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 
days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


M ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rosr. W. Mawy, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S.1. 
J. Bacsuaw Mawy, F.8.1., W. H. Many), 
12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 
N ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


Tues., 
Tues., 
Tues., May 30 
Tues., June 6 

Tues., June 13 
Tues., June 20 
Tues., June 27 











zasT. as4as. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E.C. 
WEST END BRANCH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 5.W. 


ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


G THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY 


Policies Indis putabile atter &S& Teaxs. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on most favourable terms. 


THOMAS G. ACKLAND, F.LA., 
SCOTT, Secretary. 


JAMES H. 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
$29,000 


F.8.8., Actuary and Manager. 
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